
CITY OF SNOHOMISH 
Founded 1859, Incorporated 1890 

 
116 UNION AVENUE  SNOHOMISH, WASHINGTON  98290   TEL (360) 568-3115  FAX (360) 568-1375 

 
NOTICE OF REGULAR MEETING 

 
SNOHOMISH CITY COUNCIL 

 
in the  

George Gilbertson Boardroom 
1601 Avenue D 

 
TUESDAY 

February 2, 2016 
7:00 p.m. 

 
AGENDA 

Estimated 
time 

7:00 1. CALL TO ORDER 
 

a. Pledge of Allegiance 
b. Roll Call 

 
2. APPROVE AGENDA contents and order 
 
3. APPROVE MINUTES of the meetings of January 19, 2016  
 
 a.  Council Workshop (P. 1) 
 
 b. Regular Meeting (P. 9) 
 

7:05 4. CITIZEN COMMENTS on items not on the Agenda (and/or to request time to 
speak on any Action or Discussion items on this agenda) 

  
 5. ACTION ITEMS 
 
7:15  a. AUTHORIZE City Manager to Execute Questica Budget Software  
   Agreement (P.27) 
 
7:25  b. AUTHORIZE City Manager to Execute Paymentus Corp Merchant  
   Services Agreement (P.59) 
 
7:35  c. AUTHORIZE City Manager to Execute Interlocal Agreement with Fire  
   District #4 (P. 75) 
  
7:45  d. ADOPT City Council Rules and Procedures – PASS Resolution 1339  
   (P.81) 
 

Continued Next Page 

 



7:55  e. ADOPT Snohomish Fee Schedule – PASS  Ordinance 2299 (P. 99) 
 
8:05  f. ADOPT Snohomish Fee Schedule – PASS Resolution 1340 (P. 109) 
 
8:15 6. DISCUSSION ITEM – Solid Waste 2016 Rates (P. 135) 
 
8:30 7. CONSENT ITEMS 
 
  a. AUTHORIZE payment of claim warrants #58071 through    
   #58159 in the amount of $422,477.61 issued since the last regular   
   meeting (P.179)  
 
  b. ADOPT Ordinance 2295 regarding 13

th
 Street/Avenue A Annexation  

   (P.185)  
 
8:40 8. OTHER BUSINESS/INFORMATION ITEMS 
 
8:45 9. COUNCILMEMBER COMMENTS/LIAISON REPORTS 
 
8:50 10. MANAGER’S COMMENTS 
 
8:55 11. MAYOR’S COMMENTS 
 
9:05 12. EXECUTIVE SESSION – Potential Litigation 
 
9:15 13. ADJOURN 
 
 
 
NEXT MEETING:  Tuesday, February 16, 2016, workshop at 6 p.m., regular meeting at 7 p.m., 
in the George Gilbertson Boardroom, Snohomish School District Resource Center, 1601 Avenue 
D. 
 

The City Council Chambers are ADA accessible.  Specialized accommodations will be 

provided with 5 days advanced notice.  Contact the City Clerk's Office at 360-568-3115. 

 

This organization is an Equal Opportunity Provider. 
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Snohomish City Council Workshop Minutes 
January 19, 2016 

 
1. CALL TO ORDER:  Mayor Guzak called the Snohomish City Council workshop to order  
 at 6:00 p.m., Tuesday, January 19, 2016, in the Snohomish School District Resource Service 

Center, George Gilbertson Boardroom, 1601 Avenue D, Snohomish, Washington.   
 

COUNCILMEMBERS PRESENT STAFF PRESENT 
Derrick Burke Larry Bauman, City Manager 
Karen Guzak, Mayor Jennifer Olson, Finance Director 
Tom Hamilton Owen Dennison, Planning Director 
Dean Randall Steve Schuller, Public Works Director 
Michael Rohrscheib John Flood, Police Chief  
Lynn Schilaty Pat Adams, City Clerk 
Zach Wilde  

 
There were two citizens in attendance. 

 

2. DISCUSSION ITEM – Financial Management Policy Update – Risk Assessment and 

Historical Finance Indicators  

  

 Ms. Olson stated the purpose of the workshop is to discuss the proposed Financial 

Management Policy.  She noted it often helps to think of this policy in terms of managing 

risks.  The discussion will be directed at the reserves and fund balance sections of the policy, 

and centered around mitigating risks with the goal of setting reserve target levels. Ms. Olson 

thanked the Council for their contribution to this process and for their individual risk 

assessments.  The anticipated outcomes for the workshop is to obtain Council direction on 

the proposed policy language, and to set a target level of fund balance. The main focus will 

be on General Fund reserves.   

 

 Ms. Olson provided the Council with an overview of the reserve policy section.  She 

discussed Section 2.1, Fund Balance Definitions and explained they are defined in terms of 

how the fund balance reserves are spent.  Staff recommends that the new policy definitions 

follow the GASB 54 definitions.  GASB refers to the Government Accounting Standards 

Board.  This is a definition of how the City restricts or does not restrict our fund balances. In 

some cases, funds are restricted or assigned by other governmental agencies or State law.  So, 

it is outside of the Council’s control as to whether or not its funds are assigned or restricted. 

 

 Typically, the General Fund reserves are unassigned and can be used for any purpose. 

Section 2.2 of the policy addresses the General Fund reserve target.  A healthy, unassigned 

fund balance in the General Fund allows for fluidity for the City’s cash flow.  The fund 

balance is also the only source of fluidity in the event of a disaster.  It will allow cash flow 

for expenditures that will be reimbursed from FEMA or other sources.  The reserve target 

should be set based on a couple of options referenced in the proposed policy.  It can either be 

a percentage of regular operating revenues or a percentage of regular operating expenditures.  

The basis for those elements is typically centered around the level of predictability. So, if 

revenue sources are predictable, such as property tax, then the Council may choose to use 

revenues as the element in order to define the reserve target.   Where there is an 
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unpredictable type of revenue source, for example, sales tax then the expenditures revenues 

is the ultimate authority to set that reserve target.  The reason for this is because we want to 

remove any of the spikes or drops that distort long term trends. 

 

 Section 3.0 of the reserve policy identifies conditions for using reserves.  This section will 

require Council direction on when a fund balance should be used.  The proposed language in 

the policy suggests that the General Fund balance not be used for reoccurring operating 

expenditures but only in certain cases, which are identified in the policy.   

 

 Section 2.4 refers to the Enterprise Funds Reserve.  Most of the proposed changes in this 

section are the result of previously set financial indicators.  Those financial indicators are 

provided from the review of the utility funds.  Ms. Olson reviewed those funds when 

developing the current budget along with next year’s proposed budget and whether or not 

those indicators are being met.  The only proposed change to the current indicators is in 

Section 2.4.3.  This is where operating reserves are set at 90 days for water and 60 days for 

wastewater and stormwater.  The proposal is that they all have at least 90 days for all of the 

utility fund operating reserves.  

 

 Section 2.5, addresses Special Revenue, Capital Project and Other Fund Paid Reserve.  

Essentially, these type of funds are intended to be used because they are assigned by the City 

Council, another agency or State law for a special purpose.  So there is no need to set a 

reserve level. 

 

 Section 2.6, covers Internal Service Fund Reserves. The City has four internal service funds 

which provide funds for services, including fleet and utility activities, information services, 

and equipment replacement plans.  These funds receive funding from the general fund as 

well as the four operating funds.  So, ideally it is a good idea to have a reserve balance set for 

these internal service funds because these funds are designed to collect funds based on the 

equipment replacement plan.  It’s an opportunity to set aside dollars for those long term 

costs. 

 

 Sections 2.7 and 2.8 refer to Replenishment of Reserves and Excess Reserves.  In Section 

2.3, Council identified when to use reserves.  In Section 2.7, Council will determine how to 

replenish those reserves over time, which is addressed in the proposed policy.  Excess 

reserves, which hopefully will be seen at some point in our planning and budget efforts will 

result in revenues exceeding expenditures so much that we would have excess reserve over 

the target.  In that case, Council would need to establish how to manage those excess 

reserves.   

  

 Ms. Olson revisited the general fund reserve targets.  She provided handouts to the Council 

which outlined the results of their individual risk assessments questionnaires.  Ms. Olson 

explained that she compiled the risk assessment analysis information and condensed that 

information into an average risk score.  The scoring sheet ranked the degree of importance 

for retaining risks through levels of reserve.   
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 The first issue addressed the vulnerability to extreme risk.  The question was what extreme 

event(s) does the City Council believe the City is at risk for?  Overall, the Council identified 

three main risks: earthquake, recession-economic downturn and flooding.  The methods to 

mitigate those risks were for earthquake or natural disaster to apply for FEMA funding. In 

the case of a recession or an economic downturn was to use banked capacity or build a 

stronger sales tax base.  For the risk of flooding, one of the responses that had more than one 

response was to improve our facilities to make them safe from flooding.  Mayor Guzak 

suggested that FEMA funding could be included under flooding as well. Ms. Olson agreed.   

 

 Ms. Olson stated the Council’s average score under the Vulnerability to Extreme Risk section 

was 4.2. 

 

 The next category of risk was revenue source stability.  The question was what are the major 

sources of revenue for the City?  Council had no difficulty identifying the three main sources 

of revenue as sales tax which is a source for the general fund, property tax and utility tax.  

The ways to mitigate risk should something happen to the general fund as a revenue source 

would be to build a stronger tax base.  For property tax, you could utilize banked capacity or 

issue bonds – voter approved and councilmanic. To mitigate the risk of utility tax, the City 

could increase to the highest percentage allowed.  Ms. Olson wanted to communicate that 

there is legislation to restrict the amount of utility tax to a maximum level of 6%.  Anything 

higher would have to go before the voters.   

 

 Mayor Guzak asked if that was proposed legislation and Ms. Olson confirmed it was.   

 

 Councilmember Hamilton questioned the amount of the City’s current utility tax rate.  Ms. 

Olson replied the utility tax rate is 5.33%. Councilmember Hamilton asked should a 

jurisdiction’s utility tax be at 8% and the proposed legislation be approved, would the 

jurisdiction be required to roll it back?  Ms. Olson stated that is her understanding.   

 

 Councilmember Schilaty inquired whether Council’s identified risks and analyses were in 

line with that of City staff.  Ms. Olson responded that staff’s assessments were very similar.   

 

 The expenditure category asked Council what they viewed as sources of possible expenditure 

spikes. The Council identified three main areas of expenditure volatility in the General Fund 

as extreme events, criminal justice/law enforcement, and public records requests.  The ways 

to mitigate those risks were to build reserves, contract with Snohomish County for criminal 

justice and law enforcement services and shift to online electronic records to mitigate some 

of the public records requests.  The Council’s average score was 4. 

 

 Ms. Olson explained the issue of leverage was hard to define. However, she wanted to make 

sure everybody understood leverage is essentially the City’s ability to use leverage debt in 

order to cash flow.  If the City had a high level of debt and a high level of deferred 

maintenance, our risk for leverage impacting our reserves would be greater.  The risks of 

deferred maintenance, bonding and outside contracting were the top responses.  Ways to 

mitigate that would be to implement an asset management plan. For bonding, some methods 

to mitigate or minimize the impact would be to look at other funding sources. For outside 
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contracting, the City could renew our contracts on a long-term basis.  The average Council 

score was 2.3. 

 

   The next topic addressed the City’s liquidity, or ability to pay its bills and cover its debt. The 

question was what are the major sources of potential intra-period cash imbalances?  

Identified risks were the City’s basis of accounting, borrowing capacity and emergency 

spending.  The methods to mitigate these risks would be to implement management 

procedures such as cash flow management.  For borrowing capacity, the City could defer 

expenditures.  In the event of emergency spending, the City could borrow from other funds 

for that emergency.  This is based on the fact the City operates on a cash basis in accounting 

and has a very liquid and very cash based investment portfolio, along with strong utility 

funds with healthy reserves.  The total average liquidity score was 1.8.  

 

 The next category addressed, Other Funds Dependency.  The question was what other funds 

rely on the general fund as a major source?  This was easily identified as the Streets 

Maintenance Fund and the Internal Service funds.  The majority of their funding comes from 

the General Fund.  However, the Internal Service Fund has four operating funds flowing into 

it.  Ways to mitigate the risks of other funds dependency would be to extend the TBD and 

then assign maximum costs according to the cost allocation plan allowed by the State Auditor 

for internal service funds.   

 

 Councilmember Hamilton asked if the State Auditor mandates cost allocation?  Ms. Olson 

responded the cost allocation rules mandate that the indirect service funds cannot charge 

those direct service funds for more than the amount of the service provided.  So, the General 

Fund can’t charge the Water Fund for the whole Finance Division. It must be only be the 

actual costs incurred. 

 

 The next issue referenced Growth.  The Growth risk category question was what does the 

City Council envision as potential sources of growth in the next five years?  The risks were 

that if the City has no or slow growth predicted.  The Pilchuck District was identified as a 

potential source of growth.  Methods to mitigate growth from impacting our reserves would 

be to prioritize services.  For the Pilchuck District, the City could implement or charge 

development fees.  Regarding no growth, the primary comment was this would be cause for 

concern and would result in challenges for collecting fees and other types of revenues.  The 

average score for the Growth category was 3.  

 

 The final issue was Capital Projects.  The question was what high priority capital projects do 

not have funding?  The Council identified the risks as the Hal Moe Pool site, the Ludwig 

property and street projects.  The manner to mitigate capital projects risks would be to issue 

bonds instead of using reserve funds, and to utilize TBD funding sources and grants for 

streets projects.  This category resulted in an average score of 2.8. 

 

 Ms. Olson summarized the overall risk assessment score as 25.2.  In the near future, the 

Council will want to discuss if this is the risk assessment score they want to use, or if the 

Council would like to establish a range. She mentioned there are other drivers that impact 

reserve target levels, such as General Fund reserves which have no current specific 
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commitments or assignments.  The General Fund is unassigned. The budget is lean and has 

no contingency built it to ensure those challenging budget line items such as the Hearing 

Examiner services are covered.  Snohomish is small and has few resources for disaster or 

other risks.  The City’s borrowing capacity is strong.  However, there is no current rating.  In 

order to issue bonds for any project, it would be to our benefit to go out for a credit rating.   

 

 Councilmember Hamilton asked what the cost might be.  Ms. Olson responded typically it is 

approximately $15,000.  She emphasized to have that score is important.  Councilmember 

Hamilton asked if a rating was required to issue bonds and what kind of interest rates would 

you get with a favorable rating?  Ms. Olson responded you don’t need to have a rating in 

order to issue bonds, but it does benefit you with interest rates.  Current interest rates are 

around 3%.  If you can reduce it to 2.5% that means something long term in overall bond 

indebtedness.   

 

  Ms. Olson continued that some of the concerns that impact setting a reserve target is the 

balance between having too much in reserves, where you run the risk of public concern that 

the City is holding tax dollars, and not enough in reserves which leaves the community at 

risk should there be fiscal challenges or a disaster.  

 

 Ms. Olson reiterated the anticipated workshop outcomes would be to set the General Fund 

reserve level or range, as well as identify the elements we would use to calculate the range as 

either revenues or expenditures.  Part of that process would be to identify policy conditions 

for using reserves. Also, she wished to review the financial indicators and discuss the 

timeline for future five year financial planning efforts.   

 

  Councilmember Schilaty asked if staff was comfortable with Council’s conclusions of the 

risks identified, or are there any concerns or other issues staff believes should be taken into 

consideration. 

 

 Ms. Olson stated she is comfortable with Council’s conclusions, as staff also prepared risk 

assessment worksheets. Staff’s average score was 8.  For staff who provided feedback in the 

risk categories, they had the same concerns as the Council.  She is glad to see that the 

Council and staff identified the same risks.  That is an important piece.  In terms of 

minimizing risks, staff will present various scenarios and discuss ways to help mitigate those 

risks through the course of the financial planning effort.  The proposed financial policy set by 

Council will serve as a guide for staff in addressing those scenarios.  

 

 Councilmember Schilaty doesn’t want an assumption made because they haven’t considered 

a risk that the risk doesn’t exist or it isn’t important.  She wants to make sure Council is 

aware of all of the risk factors. 

 

 Mayor Guzak stated that she was surprised to discover that reserves are too low to handle a 

big risk like an earthquake, flooding or an economic downturn.  However, she agreed that  

challenge will be to determine how much reserves are too much and how much is not 

enough.  She looks forward to discussing these issues and finding where the balance is.  
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 Ms. Olson distributed a handout which she updated to include a five year planning period 

from 2017 through 2021.  The current structural imbalance based on the assumptions of 

revenues increasing slower than expenditures increasing creates an imbalance of 

approximately one million dollars.  That is based on the current reserve of 10%.  If that were 

to be doubled at 20%, then the structural imbalance impact would be greater.  This should be 

a factor when Council considers a reserve target level.   When doing the five year planning, 

the City will be looking at current and new revenue sources to assist in mitigating this 

imbalance and on the expenditure side looking at the organizational structure.   

 

 Councilmember Hamilton commented that he thought the reserve percentage was higher.  

Mr. Bauman stated it was 15%.   

 

 Mayor Guzak said 15% is not a potentially bad target to discuss and stated the topic is 

depressing.  She knows things are already lean. The City has unfilled positions.  It’s very 

difficult to look at the revenues and difficult to cut expenditures.  She understands they will 

need to look at revenues into the future.  

 

 Mr. Bauman stated staff has spoken internally about the reserve target, and although they 

haven’t come up with a defined number, it may be valuable to consider a range instead of a 

set number based on the factors and flexibility associated with the economy and other various 

pressures related to that.  

 

 Ms. Olson inquired if there was an average range for the reserve fund target the Council 

would like to consider in their scenarios in the five year financial planning process. 

 

 Councilmember Schilaty stated she would like to see a range between 15 and 20%. 

 Mayor Guzak agreed and stated that we are currently just looking at scenarios.   

 

 Mr. Bauman stated staff would bring back the scenarios for further review by Council.  He 

stated this will be a very deliberative process and Council will take slow steps and conduct a 

very careful analysis of each scenario and element. 

 

 Mayor Guzak asked that the numbers be entered and redistributed to Council for future 

discussion.  

 

 Ms. Olson thanked the Council for their direction on the proposed reserve fund range.  She 

then asked for feedback regarding the financial policies concerning the proposed three 

options in Section 2.3. 

 

 Councilmember Burke states his biggest concern is the budgeted revenues and actual 

revenues.  In going forward from 2016, there is slow growth.  After the big drop in 2007 and 

2008, revenues continued to drop for a number of years and our budgeting stayed the same.  

It takes time to respond to it.  He asked if the City could structure its finances so that reserves 

are built into the City’s sales tax revenues?  
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 Ms. Olson said sales tax revenues are very close to pre-recession levels. There is no windfall 

available unless there is future commercial development. 1.2% is a conservative average 

increase in revenue from that period in time. 

 

 Councilmember Hamilton asked whether sales tax revenues are just now returning from 2006 

levels.  He finds that troubling.  In 2006, Snohomish Station gave the City a big boost and 

helped it through the recession.  He wanted to know if construction sales tax is lagging?   

 

 Mr. Bauman stated that straight retail sales tax revenues have improved beyond 2006 levels. 

However, construction sales tax has decreased. 

 

 Mayor Guzak stated it is very difficult for developers when financial institutions are very 

tight with issuing loans due to strict lending policies.  Funding projects is very difficult.  

 

 Ms. Olson indicated developers are having to move to alternative funding.  

 

 Mr. Dennison noted that starting in 2007 through 2013, the City had the high school 

modernization and aquatic center projects which ballooned our construction sales tax.   

 

 Ms. Olson stated the final financial policy will be provided to Council in June.  She would 

like to know if there are other options the Council would like to consider?  The question for 

tonight would be the element used in the general fund reserve in Section 2.2. There are two 

options to base the reserve target on, either operating revenues or operating expenditures.   

 

 Mayor Guzak stated she thought it should be based on operating expenditures.  

Councilmember Hamilton concurred. 

  

 Councilmember Burke noted an error in Section 3.0. The percentage is incorrect. 

 

 Ms. Olson asked the Council to address Section 2.4.3. and obtain their thoughts on the 

enterprise reserve target levels being set at 90 days versus 60 days for all utility fund 

operating reserves.  Mayor Guzak felt that made sense and Councilmember Hamilton agreed.   

 

 Ms. Olson stated the reserve targets for internal service funds that staff proposed at Section 

2.6 would be a reserve level of 30% of the budgeted expenditures.   

 

 Councilmember Schilaty wanted to know if this is a change from current policy.  Ms. Olson 

replied that the current policy is similar to the General Fund reserve.  In calculating the 

percentage it would be totaled separately from the Utility Fund.  

 

 Mayor Guzak stated that would be appropriate for replacing vehicles and computers.  

Councilmember Burke asked if the funds could be assessed immediately for an emergency.  

Ms. Olson stated it could.   

 

 Mayor Guzak inquired if it was large fund.  Ms. Olson stated it was about $150,000.   
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 Ms. Olson asked for Council direction in Sections 2.7 and 2.8 of the policy regarding the 

replenishment of reserves and excess reserves.  It was noted should the assigned fund balance 

targets fall below a 15% threshold, the City would strive toward regaining the minimum 

threshold level during the next budget cycle. There would be no short term expenditure cuts 

because we would replenish those reserves during the next budget cycle.  

 

 Councilmember Schilaty wanted to know if it mattered where the City was in terms of the 

budget cycle. 

 

 Ms. Olson responded that a two year budget cycle would be a bit more challenging.  In a two 

year budget, you would have a mid-period adjustment. 

     

 In Section 2.8, addressing excess reserves, Ms. Olson explained if the City had a windfall or 

extra reserves outside of our forecast, the proposed policy would determine how the Council 

would spend those reserves to bring it down to the target levels. 

 

 In conclusion, Ms. Olson wished to discuss the upcoming financial planning timeframe. 

Based on the status of recent departmental discussions concerning future revenue and 

expenditure sources, staff requires additional time to address organizational issues.  She 

requested that the timeframe be extended and will notify the Council of the revised 

timeframe once staff has had an opportunity to better analyze some of these financial 

challenges.  

 

  Mayor Guzak agreed these decisions are complex and thanked Ms. Olson for her work and 

for the materials provided which were very helpful.    

 

3. ADJOURN at 6:55 p.m. 

 

 
 APPROVED this 2

nd
 of February, 2016 

 

CITY OF SNOHOMISH    ATTEST: 

 

 

__________________________   ______________________________ 

Karen Guzak, Mayor     Pat Adams, City Clerk 
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Snohomish City Council Meeting Minutes 
January 19, 2016 

 
 
1. CALL TO ORDER:  Mayor Guzak called the Snohomish City Council meeting to order  
 at 7:00 p.m., Tuesday, January 19, 2016, in the Snohomish School District Resource Service 

Center, George Gilbertson Boardroom, 1601 Avenue D, Snohomish, Washington.     
 

COUNCILMEMBERS PRESENT STAFF PRESENT 
Derrick Burke Larry Bauman, City Manager 
Karen Guzak, Mayor Grant Weed, City Attorney 
Tom Hamilton Jennifer Olson, Finance Director 
Dean Randall Owen Dennison, Planning Director 
Michael Rohrscheib  Steve Schuller, Public Works Director 
Lynn Schilaty John Flood, Police Chief 
Zach Wilde Pat Adams, City Clerk 

 
There were seven citizens in attendance. 

 
2. APPROVE AGENDA contents and order – No changes.  
  

MOTION by Rohrscheib, second by Wilde to approve the agenda as presented. The motion 
passed unanimously (7-0). 

 
3. APPROVE MINUTES of the regular meeting of January 5, 2016. 
   
 MOTION by Schilaty, second by Randall to approve the January 5, 2016 minutes.  The 

motion passed unanimously (7-0).   
  
4. CITIZEN COMMENTS on items not on the Agenda (and/or to request time to speak on 

any Action or Discussion items on this agenda) 
  

Morgan Davis, 206 Avenue I, asked if the Mayor would allow public comment during 
Action Item 6 and Discussion Item 7a. Mayor Guzak responded she will allow public 
comment.  Mr. Davis further requested the Mayor allow citizen comments right after Council 
questions, but before Council discussion and deliberation.  He states she hasn’t done that yet.  
Mayor Guzak replied she would allow it.  Mr. Davis also asked the Mayor to confirm her 
agreement to mention under new business his request that a letter or resolution by the 
Council be submitted to the state legislature supporting the bipartisan bill by Senators Joe 
Fain and David Frockt that helps increase housing affordability.  Mayor Guzak stated the 
support letter would be discussed.  Mr. Davis continued stating this legislation would allow 
cities to grant tax breaks to landlords who keep rental housing affordable.  As the Council 
knows, when it formed the Pilchuck District, it was called a “revitalizing area,” eligible to 
give developers and builders of new construction property tax breaks for 8 to 12 years.  Mr. 
Davis opposed that then because it didn’t apply outside the Pilchuck District and it left 
existing landlords out in the cold as far as getting a similar break. This legislation by 
Senators Fain and Frockt is a much fairer program and provides a level playing field for all 
landlords in the city.  Mr. Davis requested that the letter be sent immediately.   
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Mr. Davis requested the City Manager name the director promoted to the newly created 
Deputy City Manager position. He states he was unable to find anything in the minutes, 
Friday Newsletter or press releases to the Tribune or Herald.  For the sake of transparency 
and open government, he would appreciate the name of the promoted staff member and the 
amount of the promotion.   
 
Mayor Guzak asked Mr. Bauman to comment.  He stated the promotion of the City’s Public 
Works Director Steve Schuller to Deputy City Manager was official at the end of November 
2015. 
 
Sam Low, Lake Stevens Council President, wanted to thank Karen Guzak for her time on 
the Snohomish County Health District Board.  He stated he was the Chair this past year and 
had enjoyed serving with Ms. Guzak.  He noted Mayor Guzak did a great job representing 
the citizens of Snohomish.  As a side note, he wanted to mention that he is running for 
County Council.  He’ll be running this Fall for the vacated seat of Dave Somers and wanted 
to notify the Council.  He expressed his appreciation for their continued support.  
 
Colleen Dunlap, 1614 Fourth Street, stated in all circumstances do not say it cannot be 
done before you have considered how it might be done. She believes that is a lesson we all 
need to absorb.  She stated she wished to speak about the non-residents serving as voting 
members on boards, commissions and committees.  Ms. Dunlap said non-residents with a 
heavy influence on City decisions in areas including land use, capital projects and aesthetics 
is inappropriate.  This inappropriate allocation of power leaves the City open to outside 
special interests.  Business owners contribute to tax revenue.  However, they do not have the 
same stake in quality of life in Snohomish as residents do and should be limited to non-
voting positions.  Non-residents with expert knowledge in a field should also sit as non-
voting members. Ms. Dunlap stated Mr. Bauman responded to her inquiry on this matter by 
providing her with information for non-resident participants.  From the Municipal Code of 
1997, Section 2.06.030, Residency Requirements for Boards and Commissions.  The 
majority of all board and commission members must live within the City limits. Current 
Board and Commission members who do not fulfill the residency requirements shall be 
allowed to finish their current terms, but will not be eligible for reappointment.  If a board or 
commission member moves out of the area, that member is no longer eligible to serve.  There 
are exceptions in Section 2.06.035.  Exceptions to the residency requirements – A member of 
the Planning Commission and the Parks and Recreation Board must live within the City’s 
Urban Growth Boundary as defined by the most current adopted Community Development 
Plan map.  According to Ordinance 2175, the most current map, at least one voting member 
of the new Hal Moe pool site committee lives outside the Urban Growth Area and was 
appointed over residents living within the City limits. One of which is well qualified to speak 
on the historic significance of the site.  The meeting for this committee has not started. 
Therefore, Ms. Dunlap requests the City change the voting status of these members.  There 
are also no exceptions listed for the Economic Development Committee, the Public Safety 
Commission, or the Transportation Benefit District Board.  It does say members on the 
Design Review Board because of the expertise required to perform the duties of the board, 
shall be limited to those with an interest in the City as a result of either living, working, 
owning property or business and/or belonging to one of the City’s civic organizations.  This 
section is overly broad.  As it stands, almost anyone can serve on one of our committees or 
commissions.  The City of Snohomish has a wide variety of residents with intelligence and 
experience in many fields.  Being a resident should be the first tier for consideration.  The 
best qualified should be chosen from resident applicants.  Under no circumstances should 
others be considered for voting positions on City committees, commissions or boards.  Ms. 
Dunlap requested the public disclosure of non-residents serving and what special expertise 
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qualifies them for their positions.  She requested the Council review the eligibility for voting 
membership of non-residents on all boards, commissions and committees.  She also asked the 
Council to make changes to the code which would return influence over City decisions to 
residents. 
 
Mayor Guzak thanked Ms. Dunlap for her comments and stated she would revisit the topic 
under new business for discussion with the Council. 
 
Janet Prichard, Republic Services of Lynnwood, said it’s almost time for GroundFrog 
Day.  She noted Republic Services has been a long time champion and supporter of not only 
GroundFrog Day, but any number of the Chamber of Commerce events, such as the annual 
Easter Egg Hunt, Classic Car Show and many other events that bring visitors and guests to 
the City.  Every Thursday, her drivers look forward to that day because they get to come to 
Snohomish.  She believes their favorite lunch time haunts are here. Over the years, Republic 
Services has been delighted to partner with the City on a number of initiatives including 
helping to increase the City’s rate of diversion from the landfill, which included 
implementing commercial organics collection and increasing dry recycling.  She is aware the 
topic of solid waste is on the agenda tonight and she wanted to thank the Council for the 
opportunity to serve the City.  
 
Mayor Guzak thanked Ms. Prichard and appreciated her comments. 
  

5. PUBLIC HEARING – AUTHORIZE Sale of Surplus Vehicles 
 

Mr. Schuller stated the City’s fleet replacement policy is to provide safe and reliable 
equipment for our crews, while also being very cost effective and using the equipment for as 
long as possible.   He referenced the Strategic Plan initiative which is to become more 
environmentally sustainable.  This includes lessening our environmental impact as part of the 
City’s mission related to its fleet, and to do so in a cost effective manner which makes sense.  
Mr. Schuller explained staff is requesting the surplus of three vehicles. These vehicles range 
in age from 11 to 17 years old, and include a 1999 Dodge Flatbed, a 2000 Ford Flatbed and a 
2000 Ford F-450. The recommendation is to surplus these vehicles and bring any cash 
received at auction back to the City. 

 
Citizens’ comments - closed 
 
MOTION by Hamilton, second by Randall to PASS Resolution 1336, authorizing the sale 
and disposal of surplus vehicles and equipment as described in Exhibit A. The motion passed 
unanimously (7-0).   
 

6. ACTION ITEM – ADOPT Parks Naming Policy – PASS Resolution 1338 
 
 Ms. Johns discussed Resolution 1338, which would establish a Parks Naming Policy. As 

background, Ms. Johns explained this matter was brought before the Council in October 
2015 as a discussion item.  At that time, Council directed staff to pursue the criterion for 
procedures needed to establish a parks naming policy, as well as obtain information from the 
Parks Board if there was a need to establish a naming committee and if so, could the Parks 
Board fill that role.  During meetings with the Parks Board in October 2015, it was 
determined that a naming committee would be in order because the process would include 
the City Council, Parks Board, citizens, management and possibly staff.  The Parks Long 
Range Plan Policy does require that the City adopt a Naming Policy.  Ms. Johns conducted 
an overview of the Resolution.  Section 1 describes how park names will be in accordance 
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with the procedures and criteria set forth in the resolution.  If names are changed, it would be 
an exception only.   

 
 Section 2 of the resolution describes the City Council and the ad hoc committee.  The City 

Council, with the recommendation of the Parks and Recreation Board has the authority to 
designate names for parks and recreation facilities.  The names that are selected are 
submitted by an ad hoc naming committee.  The naming committee is appointed when 
needed and consists of the Parks Board Chair, a designated City Councilmember, or a citizen 
representative selected by the City Council, the Parks Manager or designated staff person and 
the City’s Public Works Director. 

 
 Section 3 describes the typical organization of the naming committee and their procedures.  

The committee would meet as required.  They would elect their own chairperson and solicit 
park names from the community via news media, including City website and newsletters.  
After considering submitted names, they would recommend names to the City Council.  They 
are also required to submit appropriate information to justify their recommendation.   

 
 The naming criteria involves names unique to a neighborhood and community, a natural or 

geological feature, names of historical or cultural significance for the community, an 
historical figure or individual deceased for a minimum of three years who has made a 
significant contribution to the City or gave their life serving the United States of America in 
military service, and as required by purchase agreement, donation or gift.   

 
 Section 5 outlines the details of how the City Council can accept or reject the naming 

committee’s recommendation.  Ms. Johns reiterated the City Council has final authority to 
designate the names for parks and recreation facilities.  Also outlined is the manner in which 
the City Council will carry out the naming process soon after a facility is acquired or in 
conjunction with its development.   

 
 The interim naming policy states that an unnamed park or facility will bear a number 

designation until a name is adopted. 
 
 Staff recommends that the City Council Pass Resolution 1338 and adopt the parks naming, 

and interim naming policies effective February 15, 2016.  The referenced Strategic Plan 
Initiative is establishing a sustainable model for strengthening and expanding our parks, trails 
and public spaces. 

 
 Mayor Guzak stated she understands there are two parks that do not have official names.  

One is Ludwig Road and the other Stocker.   
 

Ms. Johns replied that the Mayor is correct with the addition of Harryman Farms.  So, there 
are three.  Mayor Guzak indicated the policy is very timely relative to these properties.   
 
Morgan Davis, 206 Avenue I, commented on the Riverview Wildlife Refuge history.  He 
stated it was previously a de facto off leash dog park and people could walk their dogs 
around the abandoned lagoon.  Former Public Works Director Tim Heydon said it was 
perfect place for people with their dogs and when he left, somebody else got involved and 
they decided to ban dogs.  That was the impetus for the purchase of the Ludwig Road 
property for a dog park.   When they named the Riverview Wildlife Refuge, Ann Stanton 
chaired that committee.  Mr. Davis said he went to those meetings and it was stacked with 
people who lived outside of the City.  He stated Colleen Dunlap made a good point tonight.  
You let people outside the City control things in the City.  In other words, the tail is wagging 
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the dog.  There was Tommy Peters who lived on Riverview Road and other people.  Guess 
what name they ended up with?  Instead of Snohomish Wildlife Refuge they named it 
Riverview.  That’s a community in unincorporated Snohomish County on Fobes Hill.  The 
Council rubber stamped that because they didn’t want to rock the boat with Ann Stanton. 
That’s an example of poor naming.  Another example is Ann Stanton let Stocker wag the dog 
with their tail too on naming the boat launch.  He believes they said it had to be Cady.  We 
already had the Cady Park Boat Launch.  We don’t need two boat launches named Cady.  
That’s ridiculous.  So, now if we don’t come up with a decent name, Stocker is going to 
receive $10,000 and the Council agreed to that.  He doesn’t understand how the Council can 
spend money like that.  It’s another example of waste, fraud and abuse in government.  The 
Council is creating a bad example for the citizens.  That’s why there is discontent.  Even on 
the national level, we have Bernie Sanders and Donald Trump on both ends of the spectrum 
and people are angry.  That’s what is going to happen in Snohomish until Council changes 
their ways.   

 
Mayor Guzak commented she finds it very unlikely that the City will incur the $10,000 
penalty by naming the property in a way Mr. Stocker doesn’t like.  This is in the future and 
has not been decided.  She feels Mr. Davis may be getting ahead of himself. 

 
Mayor Guzak mentioned relative to Riverview it was a long process with a wonderful 
committee. Including members of the Pilchuck Audubon Society who donated part of the 
property to the City for the park. She feels that was a well-orchestrated process.  

 
 Councilmember Hamilton had a comment regarding the Ludwig property.  He stated he 

served on the strategic committee for the parks plan where it was identified that the City 
needed at least a ten acre park in that area of the City.  The City received an excellent deal on 
the Ludwig property and that was the impetus for acquiring the property. 

 
MOTION by Rohrscheib, second by Burke to PASS Resolution 1338 adopting a Parks 
Naming Policy and Interim Naming Policy effective February 15, 2016.  The motion passed 
unanimously (7-0).   

 
7. DISCUSSION ITEMS:  
 

a. Solid Waste Contract.  Ms. Olson stated the purpose of this item is for the Council to 
begin discussions about the City’s solid waste utility.  The current contract with Rabanco 
Ltd, d/b/a Allied Waste of Lynnwood, d/b/a Republic is set to expire in March 2017.  As 
we work through this process, staff is requesting Council provide direction on the future 
of solid waste collection services.   
 
As background, Ms. Olson explained the solid waste utility was established in 1985 
through Snohomish Municipal Code, Chapter 8.12.  For the collection and disposal of 
solid waste, the City entered into a contract with the current contractor.  At present, the 
customer service function is provided to citizens internally through the Finance 
Department staff.  Solid waste disposal rates are charged to the customers via the 
combined utility bill with water, sewer and stormwater charges.  With the pending 
expiration of the contract, staff believes it is appropriate to begin reviewing all issues and 
aspects of providing solid waste administration, collection and disposal services to City 
residents and businesses.   
 
Staff has identified potential options for the future of the solid waste utility.  Those 
include: 
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a. Extend the contract with the existing contractor with no changes. 
b. Negotiate a new contract with the existing contractor with changes to service areas 

and administration 
c. Start the Request for Proposals (RFP) process for seeking out solid waste contractor 

proposal bids. 
d. Transition the solid waste services back to the WUTC.   

 
Ms. Olson has identified some potential issues to be addressed as Council works on solid 
waste services and administration.  Issues to consider as we move forward would be: Is 
the current contract meeting all collection and disposal requirements; Are the current 
rates competitive; Should the current contract be renegotiated with the existing 
contractor; or should the City initiate an RFP process to assess the market and seek out 
bids for a potentially new contract and contractor.   

 
Ms. Olson stated another issue is that customer service and solid waste administrative 
activities take up a significant amount of internal staff time.  There is a question of 
whether a new contract should include the solid waste contractor handle customer service 
needs.  
 
Another question is should the City remove itself completely from the solid waste 
collection business and allow the WUTC to govern and manage the City’s solid waste 
services.  
 
Ms. Olson stated these are issues to consider through the planning timeframe in 2016.  
Staff  also wished to provide the Council with a look at rates in comparison with other 
communities, because rate setting is established through the current City contract and are 
set according to the RRI or the Refuse Rate Index.  This is a weighted index in the 
contract which is based on the CPI employment cost index and energy information, or 
essentially diesel prices.  The contractor notifies the City each year of the potential for a 
rate increase to take effect on April 1 of each year.  Currently, the City of Snohomish 
solid waste rates are effective through March 31, 2016.  The issue of rates for 2017 will 
be discussed at the next Council meeting.    
 
Ms. Olson explained that Table 1 compared the 2015 garbage, recycling and yard waste 
rates, along with contractual information of a number of surrounding communities.  One 
thing to note is that communities offer different levels of service. So, it’s hard to compare 
apples to apples.  What staff wanted to emphasize is that some communities do not 
require or include services like yard waste which should be considered when comparing 
rates.  Other differences include the local municipality’s utility tax rate, which can range 
from about 5% to 20%.  This is another variable that is hard to compare.  The City of 
Snohomish’s current utility tax rate is 5.33%.   
 
Table 2 provided a look at comparable rates with the WUTC, which shows the current 
rates provided by that organization.  One thing to note is the difference between the 
City’s current service levels and services regulated under the WUTC is recycling.  
Recycling for the City happens weekly.  Recycling under the WUTC happens biweekly.  
Staff provided an apples to apples comparison based on a one can weekly service. There 
is a rebate offered through the WUTC.  Yard waste is a service that is selected by the 
consumer, so it is not included like it is in the City’s contract for service.  The solid waste 
tax for the City is different that the WUTC, which is based on the State’s rate.  
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Ms. Olson provided further background on customer service and contract information.  
Currently, solid waste customer service is provided in-house and staff serves as a liaison 
to the solid waste contractor.  Customers contact City Hall for service set up and 
problems with service and billing.  The customer information is communicated to the 
solid waste contractor to find a solution to the issue.  The solid waste customer service 
and contract administration staff time is estimated to utilize about 2 FTEs, plus 
managerial time for oversight of the solid waste program. 
 
One of the most critical pieces to be discussed is the solid waste utility and the services to 
be provided in the future.  To assist in evaluating options, the City has prepared a 
proposed survey to be completed by City customers.  Staff plans to include the survey in 
the next billing cycles at the end of January and the end of February. Once surveys are 
returned, staff will then consolidate and provide the results of the survey to the City 
Council at a future meeting for discussion.  The survey process would go through the 
Spring of 2016.  In the event, Council directs staff to go through an RFP process to seek 
out bids from contractors, staff would predict that process would take us into early fall.  
Ms. Olson noted changing the contractor takes a long period of time and staff would need 
to begin that process immediately to ensure a transition of services on April 1, 2017. 
 
Councilmember Hamilton asked as a City can we decide whether we want to be 
responsible for collecting solid waste, or we can transfer the responsibility to the State? 
 
Ms. Olson responded that is correct.  The City can decide to transfer solid waste 
collection and disposal to the State. 
 
Councilmember Hamilton wanted to confirm that the City had a choice whether or not to 
administratively handle the solid waste customer service, or if the contractor handles it. 
 
Ms. Olson replied the City Council would decide through the contract how customer 
service would be handled.   
 
Councilmember Hamilton asked if this would be true under either scenario.   
 
Ms. Olson responded it would not.  Under the scenario where we would remove 
ourselves from the solid waste business, then the customer service would be provided by 
the contractor.  We would not have a choice.   
 
Councilmember Hamilton understood it is difficult to try to compare our situation with 
other cities.  He noted the only way to obtain a true idea of what our customers would 
pay would be to go out for an RFP.  
 
Ms. Olson responded we would still have the challenge of comparing apples to apples 
because the contractors would propose levels of service, and the City Council would then 
select the services they would want included in the contract.  Staff would then do a 
current comparison of the new proposed services and rates with current services and rates 
in other communities.   
 
Mayor Guzak asked if we contracted with the WUTC, wouldn’t that potentially result in 
a contractor that could be Republic. 
 
Ms. Olson stated that is correct.  It’s her understanding through conversations with the 
WUTC representatives they certify contractors to specific areas.  If we were to revert 
back to the WUTC, the contractor who would serve the City of Snohomish would be 
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Waste Management.  
Mayor Guzak stated during the next few months, the Council will be evaluating the trade 
offs, after reviewing the citizen surveys. She expects there will be more clarity as they 
move forward in the process.  

 
Morgan Davis, 206 Avenue I, stated on page 38 of the agenda packet it shows apples to 
apples comparable solid waste and recycling rates for various cities. As Council knows, 
when the previous City contract was up for approval, he requested the City obtain 
competitive bids.  In other words, pit Waste Management against Republic Services.  
Staff and a rubber stamping Council refused to get bids. He recalls Councilmember 
Hamilton was the only one questioning this.  Council nevertheless rubber stamped the 
staff request from Danny Weinberg to stay with Republic with a no bid contract. No RFP. 
The City of Monroe with a strong mayor system negotiated one hell of a deal.  Their total 
rate ended up being $26.93 per month.  He compared that to Snohomish’s no bid contract 
rate of $34.63, resulting in a huge difference of 29%. Mr. Davis stated that’s because 
Council didn’t put it out for open competitive bids like he requested. He explained the 
Council backed up the City of Monroe’s mayor and his administrator worked out the 
details and it went smoothly.  He noted they go back and forth between Waste 
Management and Republic Services, but they work the system for the taxpayer and that’s 
what this City is not doing.  Now that the high cost of fuel (gasoline, diesel and propane) 
has dropped dramatically, and when this Iranian oil comes in, gasoline is going to go to 
$1.00 per gallon. He stated gasoline prices were the excuse for raising rates last time.  
Mr. Davis asked the Council to get open competitive bids from at least Waste 
Management and Republic Services.  If anything, Snohomish rates should drop, not 
increase.  Mr. Davis requested that the Council ask Ms. Prichard with Republic Services 
who is here tonight if Republic plans to raise or lower rates.   

 
Mr. Bauman asked that the Council take a closer look at the chart in the staff report 
comparing solid waste and recycling rates.  There is an important notation that yard waste 
services are included with the recycling charge for Snohomish and Mountlake Terrace, 
but all other cities have optional yard waste service.  That really skews some of the 
numbers.  

 
Mayor Guzak stated personally yard waste service is very important to her.   
 
Councilmember Schilaty noted it is easy to draw assumptions when you are looking at 
the data, but there are variables.  For instance, we don’t know what Monroe’s utility tax 
rate is and whether that was a factor in their solid waste and recycling contract price. 
There are too many variables and this is a process we need to go through.  Council will 
do the research.  She mentioned her belief if this is opened up to RFPs, the City’s existing 
contract would terminate and could put the City in a very vulnerable position.  The risks 
need to be managed.  It is very volatile.  She stated we are engaged in a deliberative 
process and will figure out the right direction, which also includes hearing from the 
citizens. 

 
Councilmember Randall stated that he use to work a lot with the WUTC, but it was in the 
area of telecommunications.  He knows they have analysts on staff that are experts in 
their area and they do a lot of research and ask companies to provide a lot of information 
to them.  He thinks working with the WUTC may not be a bad idea.  He doesn’t have a 
problem with the current service from Republic Services.  He believed the Snohomish 
rate at $34.63 is about in the middle if you look at the rate chart.  Mountlake Terrace is at 
$26.24 and Sultan is at $45.69.   
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Councilmember Burke referenced the financial workshop held earlier in the evening, 
where the Council continued discussions around financial planning for the City.  One of 
the items that came up for discussion is a table from the workshop entitled expenditures 
per capita.  Basically, this leads to a graph which shows how much money the City is 
spending per capita in expenditures for City services, and it’s been going up for awhile.  
In 2009, we were calculated at a per capita expenditure of $833 for City services and 
pretty much dropped for a couple of years, but now we are at $912.  Per household 
expenditures are up from $1907 to $2095.  What this looks like is over time it will 
increasingly become more difficult for citizens to pay for their City expenditures.  So that 
fact, coupled with things like declines in fuel is a simple equation.  He believes both 
companies are capable of providing solid waste services and believes there should be an 
RFP. 
 
Councilmember Rohrscheib strongly favored the idea of getting the best price and still 
getting the services the City needs.  He agrees with Councilmember Randall that 
currently we are getting what we need, but he would like to see what else is out there and 
get the best deal.  He is curious if there was an opportunity in the past to obtain 
competitive pricing why that didn’t happen. He further commented that it had nothing to 
do with whether or not there was a strong mayor. 
 
Mayor Guzak responded that the City did get the best deal given all the services it 
wanted.  She also added that Republic has been a contributor to this community and 
supports City functions and activities.  The City has benefited in that regard.  It will be 
interesting to see what the citizen survey reveals and how we proceed through this 
process.  The options have been communicated and we will address them in the near 
future. 
 
Councilmember Wilde had a concern about having solid waste services through the State.  
He said when he moved here, establishing garbage service was the easiest set up of all of 
his utilities.  All of the other utility companies he contacted provided less than adequate 
customer service.  If the City departs from in-house customer service, he is concerned 
that quality customer service for our citizens may be in jeopardy.  He doesn’t want to lose 
control of the customer service aspects.  

 
Councilmember Hamilton stated the solid waste contract has a lot of variables in it and it 
becomes extremely difficult to try and compare rates.  He noted the City acquired a lot of 
extra services that were negotiated with the contractor.  He questioned whether the City 
wished to continue to administer the contract internally, as most citizens will call the City 
prior to contacting the contractor.  He wants to make it easy for our citizens. He is not 
opposed to an RFP or negotiating a contract.   
 

 Janet Prichard, Republic Services of Lynnwood, stated that there are a couple of 
things that sometimes get confused just because it’s garbage – and shouldn’t be confusing 
-  but you just scratch the surface and it’s instantly complex.  Regarding the WUTC, it is 
a wonderful organization with a number of analysts and good people.  The WUTC 
collects not only recycling but yard waste every other week.  So, the City would lose 
weekly collection of yard waste through the WUTC.  Also, Republic could add an 
extension time in order to assume customer service functions if that is something that is 
desired.  She indicated that can be accomplished at any time.   

 
 Councilmember Rohrscheib stated that you get what you pay for.  He feels the City is 
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getting fine service right now and he is definitely happy to pay our rates instead of 
Sultan’s.  However, he would still like to know what else is available for comparison 
purposes. 

  
 b.   Fees  
 

 Ms. Olson stated the purpose for this agenda item is for Council consideration of 
proposed Resolution 1340.  The resolution proposes to update the City’s fee schedule.  In 
addition to the fee schedule amount changes, the related Snohomish Municipal Code that 
currently refers to a fee within the code is proposed to be modified through draft 
Ordinance 2299.   

 
 As part of the 2015 annual Council goals, staff was directed to review all fees for goods 

and services that the City provides, which included business licenses, land use 
applications, permits, park fees and other charges the City imposes.   

 
 Ms. Olson explained the format used in the current Resolution 1285 was found to be very 

cumbersome and difficult to read and understand.  There were also some fees that were 
listed in the code, but not listed in the fee schedule.  Staff consolidated all the fees into 
one comprehensive fee schedule and made it user friendly.  Where the code referenced an 
actual fee, it was changed to reference the resolution instead.  The attachment provides 
the new proposed fee schedule format.  The current fees are also included and various 
staff have proposed new fees in the attachment.  Not all fees are proposed to be changed.   

 
 Ms. Olson noted her discussion would entail a review of the fee schedule by chapter.  

There are some chapters where no fee is proposed.   
 
 In Chapter 3, the fees that are proposed to be changed under this chapter are the fees 

related to copying.  In the current fee schedule, the copying charges were based on the 
name of a document, or .15 cents per copy. What staff proposes is that the copy charge 
not be based on the name of a document, but on paper size and whether copies are color 
or black and white.  Staff proposes that the per copy fee remain .15 cents for copies 
which are not related to public records requests.  The fees would increase based on color 
and size. The actual cost for generating a black and white 36” x 48” page is $13.20.  Staff 
proposes in this range of copy fees, we would charge $15.00 for that size copy. 

 
 CDs or DVDs result in costs to produce.  The proposed fee is to accommodate for staff 

time and is proposed at $55.00.   
 
 The fees relating to the code under 3.45.050, would be a new code section identified in 

the Ordinance amendment.  One of the elements staff would like to add into the fee 
schedule is a rate for staff time.  The reason for this is when we request reimbursements 
or when a grant application requires staff time be included. Those proposed fees are 
based on actual 2016 salary and benefit costs.    

 
 Councilmember Hamilton wanted to clarify that staff fees are just part of the internal fee 

structure.  
 
 Ms. Olson explained charging staff fees would be used when externally billing customers 

or another agency for staff time. It is for billing externally.   
 
 Councilmember Hamilton asked if it would be used for public records requests.  
 
  Ms. Olson replied it would not.  
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 Councilmember Hamilton asked about the new fee for CD/DVD, which includes staff 

time and wanted to confirm that staff prefers to provide information on a CD.   
 
 Ms. Olson responded that CDs are the preferred method to provide documentation. 
 

Ms. Olson discussed Chapter 5.  The only proposed fees to change are the PBIA late fees.  
Currently, this is under SMC 5.02.070.  The City has retail PBIA rates and non-retail 
PBIA rates.  The actual fee based on square footage is not proposed to change, but the 
late fee will increase by $5.00.   
 
The next change was under SMC 5.10.060.  This is the special event for policing 
services.  Currently, the fee is $69.00.  The proposed fee schedule is intended to bill out 
for the actual costs and staff wanted to identify that the current requirement is that we 
pass through our fees as per the Snohomish County DSA fee schedule.   
 
Mayor Guzak questioned if we had a special event would the vendor know they are 
paying for police services and are they provided a fee range, or are they billed actual 
costs after the event? 
 
Ms. Olson believed they are billed for actual costs. Chief Flood confirmed special event 
vendors are billed ahead of time and know prior to the event exactly what police services 
will cost. 
  
Councilmember Burke inquired about the PBIA late fee.  He asked if it would be too 
complicated or if there a reason to, or not to, base the late fee of $15.00 off of the square 
footage of the entity that is late.  He noted some of these companies are less than or equal 
to 160 square feet and may be a booth inside of an antique store and they’re paying 
$15.00 a month for their late fee, but somebody with a store greater than 2,000 square 
feet is also paying $15.00 per month for their late fee.  Is there a reason to do that? 
 
Ms. Olson replied that staff would have to conduct an analyses on what the late fee would 
be based on square footage.   
 
Mr. Bauman stated the late fee is really designed to cover staff time for having to send 
out second notices.   
 
Chapter 7 addresses animal control fees.  The fee that is proposed to be changed is under 
Chapter 7.12.030, which is increasing animal impound fees from $35 to $50.   
 
Mayor Guzak commented that the Police Department has a couple of cages available for 
temporary impound of animals.  If the impound is longer than 24 hours, it is her 
understanding the animal is transported to Monroe.   
 
Chief Flood confirmed the department has impound cages available for the overnight 
security of animals until animal control comes on duty in the morning.  At that time, a 
determination is made whether the animal will be transported to a facility in Monroe or to 
the Everett animal shelter.    

 
Chapter 9 covered fingerprinting fees. The proposal is to change the fingerprinting fee 
from $10 to $15, and background checks by the Washington State Patrol will change to 
the actual cost.   Chief Flood explained the changes are in line with our surrounding 
neighbors.  The fingerprint fees are a little out of date.  He explained the public is very 
savvy when it comes to getting the best deal and they were coming to Snohomish for this 
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service because we weren’t charging as much as other cities.  This just brings the City up 
to date.  
 
Chapter 11 is traffic.  The proposal is to increase the various types of parking tickets from 
$30 to $50 and only charge half the fee if the ticket is paid within 24 hours.  

 
Councilmember Wilde asked if the City received a parking ticket and it was paid within 
the 24 hours, then the City would charge half of the ticket or $25, which would make it 
less expensive that it is currently.   
 
Chief Flood stated that is correct.   
 
Councilmember Wilde asked why wouldn’t the City charge $40 and make that half off, 
so it’s at least equivalent to what it is today.  
 
Chief Flood responded that Councilmember Wilde is assuming people are paying within 
24 hours. He stated, unfortunately people aren’t paying these tickets. So, the City is 
trying to add a little incentive.   
 
Chapter 12 refers to fees for streets and sidewalks.  There are a number of proposed 
changes.  Ms. Olson asked the Council if there are any particular fees they would like to 
discuss. The Council had no questions. 
 
In Chapter 13, there is a proposal to change and significantly reduce the cost to rent 
certain parks facilities.   
 
Chapter 14 deals with land use and development fees. There are a variety of changes and 
Planning Director Owen Dennison provided an overview of the proposed changes.  Mr. 
Dennison stated the fee changes reflect a re-thinking of the charges we have for the wide 
variety of land use permits we provide.  In 1998, there was a resolution adopted that 
established specific fees for these services.  In 1999, that transitioned to a deposit system 
which the City continues to use today.  The deposit system is intended to cover 
anticipated costs at the start of a project, and as costs are incurred to stop the 
development until the depleted deposit is supplemented by additional funds. This process 
is a bookkeeping nightmare, along with tracking all of the staff hours from conversations, 
meetings, phone calls, hearings and preparation for hearings.  Staff is proposing to revert 
back to the fee system.  Each of the fees shown is based on an estimate of administrative 
costs, including publication, notice preparation for mailing, posting, as well as the 
evaluation of individual people who would have an interest or expertise in that review.  
For example, most applications have some aspect of building review by our Building 
Official, Project Engineer and the City Engineer, as well as planning staff.  These fees are 
intended to acknowledge that some reviews will be less time consuming in terms of staff 
resources and some will be more.  These fees are intended to capture typical situations. 
There will be an attendant code amendment to Chapter 14.10 of the SMC which lays out 
the basis for the deposit approach.  There are certain deposits that have been maintained.  
For example, the hearing examiner costs and the consultant costs for critical areas review. 
 
If adopted as proposed, it would be similar to what is proposed for the wireless 
communications facilities.  The City has an on-call consultant to advise staff on radio 
frequency engineering questions that staff does not have the expertise for.  That service 
would require a deposit and when depleted, the City would require additional monies. If 
staff didn’t utilize the entire deposit amount, it would be refunded.  Staff receives precise 
invoices from its consultants and from the Hearing Examiner, so staff has a specific cost 
to rely on when determining what the ultimate cost to the applicant will be.  
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Mayor Guzak asked if the Hearing Examiner was billing the City for actual time.  
 
Mr. Dennison replied that is correct and the fees are very cost competitive.  The Hearing 
Examiner charges $175 per hour and has other attorneys working for him performing 
some of the preparation work of the decisions at a lower rate.   

 
Chapter 20 deals with house trailers. This is not a section that is proposed to change.  
House trailers is the last section of code that has fees that pertain to the actual code.  It is 
intended to remove these fees from the fee schedule.  
 
Mayor Guzak commented this was a lot of work, but believed it is a good idea to detach 
the fees from the Ordinances so the City can be more efficient in adjusting fees in the 
upcoming years and as costs change.  
 
City Attorney Grant Weed commented that under State law both in statute and common 
law, public entities are only entitled to charge for the reasonable cost of the actual service 
provided.  One of the discussions he had at the staff level in preparing this schedule is 
any fee proposed to be changed needed to be justified and approximate to the actual 
reasonable cost of the service.  Mr. Weed is confident that this review had been done. 
Also, as Council knows, his firm works for a number of cities around the area and those 
that have gone through this laborious effort to consolidate all their fees into one schedule 
have benefitted greatly going forward.  There has been extensive time put into this effort.  
A good example of how this has worked well is the City of Lake Stevens.  They have had 
a consolidated fee schedule in place for a number of years and it is reviewed periodically.  
It takes time, but in the end it’s an effort well worthwhile. 
 
Mayor Guzak noted the proposed fee schedule review is for discussion only at this time.  
She noted that relative to the cell tower fees, there is a place holder there since we 
haven’t dealt with changes in the code concerning cell towers.  
 
Mr. Dennison replied the Mayor is correct.  

 
Mayor Guzak thanked staff and appreciated the work involved in consolidating the fee 
schedule. 

  
8. CONSENT ITEM - AUTHORIZE payment of claim warrants #57983 through #58070 in 

the amount of $517,361.89  issued since the last regular meeting.  
  
MOTION by Hamilton, second by Rohrscheib to authorize the payment of claim warrants  
#57983 through #58070 in the amount of $517,361.89. The motion passed unanimously 
(7-0). 
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9. OTHER BUSINESS/INFORMATION ITEMS 
 

Mayor Guzak said the letter in support of the State affordable housing initiative was 
forwarded to all Councilmembers.  The letter has support from Mayors from a number of 
cities.  She supports the City of Snohomish signing a similar letter. The Council agreed.  
Mayor Guzak thanked Mr. Davis for bringing this issue to the Council’s attention. 
 
Mayor Guzak discussed a request from the Learning Lab pilot project.  She stated she has a 
potential draft letter available which was forwarded to Councilmembers via email to obtain 
support for this legislative activity.   
 
Mr. Bauman asked if she had any contact with the School District to determine if they had 
any comment on this program. 
 
Mayor Guzak replied she had not.  She requested feedback from Council on next steps.   
 
Councilmember Randall stated he is generally in support of the idea and the letter.  He 
thought it would be a good idea to contact the Snohomish School District for their input.   
 
Mayor Guzak directed Mr. Bauman follow up with Snohomish School District and report 
back to the City Council at their next meeting. 

 
Mayor Guzak wished to discuss issues brought up by Ms. Dunlap regarding the residency of 
members serving on City boards and commissions.  She noted this is currently structured 
through City code.  She stated she is willing to introduce this topic as a discussion item if 
Council wants to go further with this.  Mayor Guzak asked Mr. Bauman to provide a recap of 
the email he sent to Ms. Dunlap.   
 
Mr. Bauman apologized that he did not bring the code or a copy of the email he sent to the 
meeting.  Essentially, what the code states, and as read by Ms. Dunlap during public 
comments, is the majority of all boards and commissions are required to be composed of 
members that are residents of the City. There are some exceptions to that rule, particularly 
for the Parks Board and Planning Commission, in which all members are to be residents 
within the City or its UGA.  The fact that it has been a long term policy for the City to accept 
members who are business owners who presumably also have a stake in the community is 
one that was debated long before he arrived at the City, so he don’t know what the context of 
that discussion was.   
 
Mayor Guzak stated it would take staff time to review those codes and determine if Council 
wants to make some changes.   
 
Councilmember Hamilton stated some of our boards and commissions are specific to City 
functions, like the Planning Commission which is a quasi-judicial body.  Parks is also very 
specific to the City.  A number of our committees are ad hoc committees like the Strategic 
Advisory Committee for instance, which included business owners and residents.  The Hal 
Moe Pool Site Advisory Committee, as an ad hoc committee, will meet for a specific purpose 
and then sunset out.  He doesn’t particularly have an issue with people who are active in the 
community serving on these committees.  He appreciated that there is interest.   
 
Councilmember Schilaty agrees with Councilmember Hamilton that there are many instances 
where we have issues that affect the City that are well served by our business leaders in the 
community who own businesses, but may not be residents of the City, or by people who live 
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within our UGA but may not reside within the City limits.  She stated these individuals do 
have a vested interest in the City.  She is in favor of reviewing the code to make sure it’s not 
open to someone in Spokane coming into Snohomish and being able to sit on a City 
committee.  However she believes the City actually has the opposite problem, in that we 
don’t get enough people to sign up.  She would like to review the code to make sure it’s not 
too broad. 
 
Mayor Guzak mentioned that committee members invest their money, time and energy in the 
City and although they may live outside of the City limits, in their advisory capacity those 
people are very valued as far as she is concerned. She asked Mr. Bauman to copy all the 
Councilmembers on his email exchange with Ms. Dunlap in order to obtain a better idea of 
what the issues are, and what the current code is. She stated relative to the specific issue 
concerning the constituents on the Hal Moe Committee, she asked if there was any desire to 
expand that committee.   
 
Mr. Bauman pointed out that in terms of the Hal Moe Committee, the City accepted all the 
applicants, with the exception of two applicants who applied late, and they were 
subsequently appointed as alternates.  
 
Councilmember Rohrscheib stated he voted against the appointment of members in the Hal 
Moe committee because he felt if you’re going to have the honor of living in the City of 
Snohomish, you should have the ability to actively vote for or against something. He said 
being on one of these committees is a privilege and he wants people to be active in the 
community and have their voices heard.  At the same time, if you’re not a resident of the 
City, he has a hard time with that.  However, based on the clarification he heard from Mr. 
Bauman, specifically regarding the Parks Board and Planning Commission and if members 
are within those guidelines, he doesn’t see a problem with that.  He most certainly agrees that 
anyone who is a business owner in the City has every right to make sure their voices are 
heard and are contributing members to this community.  He respects that a lot.    
 
Councilmember Burke agrees with Councilmember Rohrscheib.  He is concerned that we 
have a group of citizens that have been trying to join one of our committee, when typically 
we have trouble getting people involved at all, and they are feeling like their voices are not 
being heard.  Personally, he doesn’t mind a colorful debate.  He goes out of his way to obtain 
lots of different viewpoints when looking for information. Years ago, when he first went into 
business, he was putting up a sign and making changes to his building and he had to go 
before the Design Review Board to get his sign and building design approved.  He knew 
what the charter of that group was and what the discussion needed to be framed within.  The 
Board went outside the scope of their authority, but he didn’t care.  He is not against bringing 
in a wider body of citizens.   
 
Mayor Guzak stated it doesn’t appear there is Council interest in opening up committees that 
have already been set for additional members, but she would like to review the residency 
matter again once Council has received additional information from Mr. Bauman concerning 
what the code allows.  She thanked Ms. Dunlap for bringing the matter before Council for 
consideration. 

    
10. COUNCILMEMBER COMMENTS/LIAISON REPORTS 
 

Councilmember Burke attended HDS last week and they are going through the process of 
preparing for their annual retreat to take place next month.  This group has had a lot of really 
big changes and there are a lot of people working very hard.  He will provide updates on 
upcoming events.  
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Councilmember Rohrscheib met with the Public Safety Commission last week and they were 
excited that Council moved forward with their fireworks recommendation. However they are 
really struggling with where they fit in within the City.  They want their voices to be heard 
and want to know where they can help.  They asked that he come before Council tonight and 
speak with each Councilmember to determine if there is any information Council is looking 
for from the Public Safety Commission.  They want to let Council know they are a dedicated 
body to the City of Snohomish and are here to help and assist, but they need some direction.  
He also apologized ahead of time that he will be out of town on February 2, so he will not be 
here for the next regular meeting. 

 
Councilmember Wilde attended a Design and Review Board meeting for the first time last 
week. Communication is important and making sure that everyone knows what’s going on.  
There are a lot of passionate people that do a lot for our City and not a lot of people know 
about that.  They need some recognition.  Everybody on the Design Review Board wants to 
be there and enjoys being there, and it’s great to be a part of that and witness everything they 
do.  It was enlightening.  He also wanted to give a shout out to Brooke Eidem for the 
awesome work she does for board.   
 
Councilmember Schilaty responded to both Councilmember Rohrscheib and Wilde that the 
Council hosts an annual boards and commission recognition event and the boards and 
commissions provides the Council with their annual reports. She noted in the past, the 
Council has had a workshop where they’ve had the chair of each board and commission 
attend.  She thinks in the midst of a lot of things going on, it’s good to remember there is 
overlap with these committees.  For example, the Economic Development Committee 
overlaps almost every aspect of what we do in the City. There is an economic component to 
almost everything we do.  She would like the Council to consider a workshop with its boards 
and commission chairs and have a discussion about what we’re doing and how we can 
collaborate. 
 

11. MANAGER’S COMMENTS 
 

Mr. Bauman stated in follow up to Councilmember Rohrschieb’s notice that he will be absent 
on February 2, he decided to reschedule the Council photo to February 16 which he would 
like to conduct at 6:15 p.m. at the Fire District training room.  The other item rescheduled 
from the regular meeting on February 2 is a review of medical and recreational marijuana 
that Council asked to be brought back as a discussion item.  This has been rescheduled to 
February 16.   

 
12. MAYOR’S COMMENTS 
 

The Mayor and City Manager attended a legislative briefing at the Everett School District 
office.  It was sponsored by the Snohomish County Cities and by the Economic Alliance of 
Snohomish County.  The purpose of the briefing was to provide a sense of what this next 
legislative session would bring.  It’s a short session.  They do a biennial budget, so there’s 
not going to be much discussion or initiatives coming forward. The big discussion is going to 
be school funding, and that is in light of the Tim Eyman initiative which is currently going 
through the court review process.  She understands there has been a legislative committee 
that has been working on school funding over this time out, and there is some resolution, but 
also some conflict in that.  It will be interesting to see how the legislative session comes 
forward.  She asked if the City Manager had any additional input.   
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Mr. Bauman stated the other issue is the perennial issue for cities which is the Public Records 
Act.  Council may be aware that the State Auditor’s Office was directed by the legislature in 
its last session to conduct a survey of all cities in the State to determine the volume of public 
records requests, the types of public records requests, the estimated hours used in attending to 
those requests and what the internal costs were.  The original assumption was the survey and 
report results would be out in February.  It has now been postponed to April, which means it 
will not be a part of the 2016 legislative session discussion on this topic. Mr. Bauman 
believes there will be more focus on that issue for the 2017 legislative session once that 
report is out and the data can be analyzed. 
 
Mayor Guzak indicated there was a large group of people in attendance at the briefing. She 
thought it was a good briefing and was glad to represent Snohomish in that environment. 
 
Mayor Guzak also attended a day long summit on the Eastside Rail Corridor.  The summit 
was held in Bellevue and sponsored by the Cascade Bicycle Club, Sound Transit, King 
County, City of Redmond, City of Renton, and The Trust for Public Land.  The discussion 
centered around rails and trails which the City is very interested in.  The City has an 
investment in our three blocks of rail and our mile or more of trail. This group is largely King 
County and Sound Transit centric.  It is well known the City of Kirkland removed their 
railroad tracks and they have made a trail there, so there is a lot of emphasis in the City of 
Kirkland to maintain their trail.  There is continuing commitment from the leaders of this 
endeavor in King County.  She mentioned a wonderful speaker in attendance from the City of 
Atlanta.  She states they have done an amazing job of doing rails and trails in their 22 mile 
transit greenway which circles the City of Atlanta. What heartened her again and again was 
she kept hearing people talk about the 42 miles in this corridor, which includes the 12 miles 
of Snohomish County, even though the disposition of the Snohomish County portion has not 
yet been decided.  It is still owned by the Port of Seattle who would very much like to sell it.  
She thinks Snohomish County is still expressing some interest. The rail operator , Doug 
Engle is expressing some interest.  She’ll see how that evolves.  Mr. Bauman is calling a 
meeting with Mr. Engle next week and they will be discussing this with him. He is proposing 
to purchase the City’s three blocks of rail.  This is not something she would like him to do. 
She states the City might give him the use of the three blocks.  She will keep the Council 
apprised of any developments.  

 
13. ADJOURN at 8:51pm 
 
 APPROVED this 2

nd
 day of February, 2016 

 

CITY OF SNOHOMISH    ATTEST: 

 

 

__________________________   ______________________________ 

Karen Guzak, Mayor     Pat Adams, City Clerk 
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Date: February 2, 2016 

 
To: City Council 
 
From: Jennifer Olson, Finance Director   
 
Subject:  Authorize City Manager to Execute Questica Budget Software Agreement 
  
 
The purpose of this agenda item is for City Council’s consideration and to authorize the City 
Manager to execute the Questica Budget Agreement (See Attachment).  

 
Background: The 2016 Information Services Fund Budget includes an allocation of $65,000 for 
the purchase of budget software.  

 
The current tools available for preparing the annual budget are Microsoft Word and Excel 
software applications. Each section of the budget is manually created with narrative, tables, 
charts and graphs individually assembled. Staff’s ability to analyze budget scenarios or forecast 
long-term is limited. The potential for human error is great as multiple versions of spreadsheets 
with manual adjustments do not automatically update data or allow for a reliable audit trail of 
budgetary changes. 
 
The investment in budget software should result in the following improvements to our 
information system: 
 

 Budget software is one step toward improved financial transparency and ultimately 
offering an open financial data portal to citizens as an open government initiative. 

 Budget data will be stored in a database and historical budgetary information will be 
easily accessed. 

 Significantly reduces the need for individual spreadsheets and word documents to create 
a budget. 

 Capital projects and the CIP will be developed and maintained through the budgeting 
application and include reporting features for project development and project budget vs. 
actual cost reporting. 

 Cash-flow analysis, multiple-year budget scenarios and salary & benefits costing are built 
into the budget application.  Separate spreadsheets will not be needed. 

 Provides future ability to add a performance measurement module that would include 
features for tracking annual goals and reporting on progress. 

 
The software implementation is expected to begin immediately in February 2016 and in time for 
preparation of the 2017 budget cycle. Budget managers will begin software training in April.  
 
STRATEGIC PLAN REFERENCE:  This action is related to all Strategic Plan initiatives. 
 

RECOMMENDATION:  That the City Council AUTHORIZE the City Manager to execute 

the Questica Budget Software Agreement. 
 
ATTACHMENT:  2016 Questica Budget Agreement  
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Date: February 2, 2016 

 

To: City Council 

 

From: Jennifer Olson, Finance Director   

 

Subject:  Authorize City Manager to Execute an Amendment to the Paymentus 

 Corporation Merchant Services Agreement  
  

 

The purpose of this agenda item is for City Council’s consideration and to authorize the City 

Manager to execute the Paymentus Amending Agreement (See Attachment A) to modify the 

Paymentus Master Services Agreement, allowing for expanded merchant services, on-line 

payments and utility account portals and extending the contract for two years. 

 

Background: The City of Snohomish initially executed the Paymentus Master Service 

Agreement in May of 2010 to offer credit cards as a form of payment to City of Snohomish 

utility billing customers.  The current merchant services are at no cost to the City; however, the 

utility billing customer using this option has been charged a $6.95 convenience fee by 

Paymentus.  

 

Analysis: As part of the 2016 budget development discussions, staff provided the City Council 

with information about expanding our merchant service features to include credit cards as a form 

of payment for all City services and fees, enhancing our on-line payment portal features and 

adding online utility bill account information. Staff recommended eliminating the customer paid 

convenience fee of $6.95 for utility account payments as this fee apparently discourages many 

customers from using a debit/credit card as a form of payment. The cost of the merchant service 

fee for utility billing payments is proposed to be absorbed within the four enterprise utility funds.  

This is a typical cost of doing business and is allocated within the 2016 Utility Fund Budgets 

totaling $15,000. 

 

In addition to enhancing utility customer payment options, the proposed merchant service 

amendment will extend the City’s ability to accept credit cards as a form of payment for all non-

utility fees and services, such as park rentals, business licenses and permits; however, for these 

payments a convenience fee of $2.95 or 2.95% of the transaction, whichever is greater, will be 

charged to the customer by Paymentus. This new merchant service option is at no cost to the 

City. 

 

The existing Paymentus-created City of Snohomish customer payment and account portal will be 

updated with new customer features.  A customer will have the ability to create an on-line 

account, save payment information, set up reoccurring payments and other payment options. City 

utility customers will be able to set up e-bill features and view their utility bill on-line as well as 

opt-out of receiving a paper bill.  Utility customers will also be able to see a history of their 

account consumption and other account details.  The new e-bill account information feature is 

expected to cost $350.00 per month, or $4,200 annually for Paymentus hosting services which 

and has been allocated within the 2016 Utility Fund Budgets. 
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These customer service feature improvements will expand the City’s ability to accept credit 

cards as a form of payment for all fees and services, eliminating the utility payment convenience 

fee and adding on-line utility account information.  Staff believes these changes will reduce staff 

time in processing paper checks and providing routine utility customer account information. 

Customers will have an alternative payment option and staff anticipates that the number 

delinquent accounts and shut-offs will be reduced as a result. 

 

STRATEGIC PLAN REFERENCE:  Not applicable. 

 

RECOMMENDATION:  That the City Council AUTHORIZE the City Manager to execute 

an amendment to the 2010 Master Agreement with Paymentus  Corporation Merchant 

Services, extending the contract for two years, and allowing expanded merchant services 

with on-line payments and utility account portal. 

 

ATTACHMENTS:  
 

A. Paymentus Amending Agreement – 2016 

B. Paymentus Master Agreement - 2010 
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ATTACHMENT A 
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ATTACHMENT B 
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Date: February 2, 2016 

 

To: City Council 

 

From: Jennifer Olson, Finance Director   

 

Subject: Authorize Interlocal Agreement (ILA) with Snohomish County Fire District #4 

for Building Use  
  

 

The purpose of this agenda item is for City Council’s consideration and authorization for the 

City Manager to execute the Interlocal Agreement for Building Use between the City of 

Snohomish and Fire District #4 (See Attachment).  

 

Background: In 2015, the City of Snohomish was awarded a grant in the amount of $7,900.00 

from the Snohomish County Department of Emergency Management (DEM) for the purpose of 

purchasing computer hardware and related equipment that will serve as the City’s emergency 

operation/information server. This server connects to the City network via the City’s, Snohomish 

School District’s, and Snohomish County’s fiber optic network. The City’s files, documents, and 

databases will be backed up to this server on a continuous basis.   

 

This equipment is setup at the Fire District #4 Training Annex Building and an agreement 

regarding use of the building is in order. Staff negotiated a no-cost ILA with the Fire District for 

use of the building and requests approval of the agreement. 

 

STRATEGIC PLAN REFERENCE:  This action is related to all Strategic Plan initiatives. 

 

RECOMMENDATION:  That the City Council AUTHORIZE the City Manager to execute 

an Interlocal Agreement between the City of Snohomish and Snohomish County Fire 

District #4 for building use at the City Emergency Operations Center (EOC) for storage of 

communications and computer equipment and access to fiber optic system. 

 

ATTACHMENT:  Proposed Building Use ILA with Fire District #4 
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Date: February 2, 2016 

 

To: City Council 

 

From: Larry Bauman, City Manager   

 

Subject: Adoption of Revised City Council Rules and Procedures–Resolution 1339 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

The purpose of this agenda item is for City Council adoption of Resolution 1339 (attached) to 

revise the City Council’s operating rules and procedures. 

 

BACKGROUND: In 1994 the City Council established a policy of procedures for conducting 

business at Council meetings with Resolution 843. Included with those procedures was a 

requirement for periodic review.  This review is to be done as needed but no less than every two 

years in January of even-numbered years, which is the same time that new Councilmember terms 

begin.  The Council reviewed proposed changes to its rules and procedures on January 5, 2016, 

and based on Council direction at that time the draft changes to the rules and procedures have 

been revised and Resolution 1339 is provided now for adoption. 

 

ANALYSIS: The revisions to Council’s rules and procedures proposed as provided in 

Resolution 1339 include new sections for uses of communications technologies (cell phones, 

computers, tablets, etc.) and an expansion of citizen comment opportunities for City Council 

agenda discussion and action items.   

 

Communications Technology: Changes to this section of the policies are found in Section VII, 

Electronic Media and Technology, Councilmember Communications Outside of Meetings, Open 

Public Meetings (OPMA) and Public Records Act (PRA).  These recommended changes are 

primarily generated by the most recent understandings and interpretations of the Open Public 

Meetings Act and Public Records Act.  New legal understandings of the Public Records Act 

regarding the use of cell phones for texting could require Councilmembers to consider adopting 

one of the following approaches: 

 

1. Receive and use a City issued cell phone for all phone calls and texting related to City 

business (texts would be automatically archived by a third party vendor as they are 

expected to soon be archived for all City employees); 

 

2. Use a personally owned cell phone and make individual arrangements with a third party 

(if there are effective means found to accomplish this) to archive all texts for response to 

any Public Records Act requests regarding text communications; a personal phone would 

be subject to searches to respond to Public Records Act requests and both the City and 

individual Councilmembers may be liable if a Court were to find the Councilmember in 

violation of law. 

 

3. Use a personally owned cell phone and make no use of texting for City business with the 

understanding that the phone may still be subject to searches to respond to Public 
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Records Act requests and that both the City and individual Councilmembers may be 

personally liable if found to be in violation of state law. 

 

Public record retention requirements in Washington set the need to archive texts—the same as 

for all correspondence, including email—for two years. The three options listed above could be 

used to give each Councilmember the ability to choose his or her own preferred cell phone use.   

The proposed rules and procedures assume that each Councilmember would individually select 

one of the options above so that individual preferences would be accommodated.  City 

Information Services would intend to assist Councilmembers by providing advice regarding use 

of personal phones or other electronic devices. 

 

Public Comments: Also recommended is a procedural change regarding the policies for Public 

Testimony, Section VI, Oral and Witten Comments (A.), General (1.).  Staff’s recommendation 

is that as a preliminary step toward improving citizen engagement and two-way communications 

that Council allot up to three minutes for citizen comments on all action and discussion items on 

the Council’s regular meeting agendas.  This would avoid some confusion for citizens as to when 

citizen comments are permitted and would eliminate the need for speakers to understand  that 

during “Citizen Comments on items not on the agenda” they must request time to speak to these 

action and discussion items.  This section has also been modified to clarify that such public 

comments will be allowed following staff presentations and Council questions but prior to 

Council deliberations, as suggested during citizen comments during the January 5 discussion 

topic for these rules and procedures. 

 

An additional change not previously discussed but now recommended by the City Attorney for 

this section is included in the attached Resolution 1339 regarding Oral and Written Comments.  

This change would add the following new text and delete one sentence from the January 5 draft 

version as follows: 

  

 “Where a public hearing is scheduled (whether quasi-judicial or not) all public comment 

and testimony will be provided during the hearing so an adequate record can be made. 

Except for matters of procedure, public comment and/or testimony shall not be given 

during the general citizen comment portion of the agenda and will be reserved for the time 

of the hearing.  

 

 “Public oral testimony shall not be given on quasi-judicial matters outside of a public 

hearing, except on matters of procedure.” 

 

With this one further change as recommended and incorporated above, staff recommends 

passage of the revised Resolution 1339, attached. 

 

STRATEGIC PLAN REFERENCE:  N/A 

 

RECOMMENDATION:  That the City Council ADOPT Resolution 1339 amending the 

City Council’s rules and procedures.   

 

ATTACHMENT:  Resolution 1339 as revised and recommended 
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CITY OF SNOHOMISH 

Snohomish, Washington 

  

DRAFT RESOLUTION 1339 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF SNOHOMISH ESTABLISHING 

PROCEDURES FOR THE CONDUCT OF BUSINESS AT COUNCIL 

MEETINGS AND REPEALING RESOLUTION 1311 
 

WHEREAS, RCW 35A.13.170 grants the City Council authority to establish rules of 

conduct for their meetings; and 

 

WHEREAS, a comprehensive procedure for Council meetings will provide the most 

expedient means of conducting Council meetings; and 

 

WHEREAS, pursuant to Resolution 1311 the City Council of the City of Snohomish 

established procedures for the conduct of business at Council meetings; and 

 

WHEREAS, the City Council has studied and reviewed these procedures and determined 

that periodic review and updates to these procedures is appropriate; and 

 

WHEREAS, the City Council wishes to adopt policies and guidelines related to 

communications via  technology platforms such as email accounts, texting or instant  messaging 

and social media sites for communicating both inside and outside of  City Council meetings; and  

 

WHEREAS, the City Council decided that in order to keep these rules in the form of one 

consolidated document, Resolution 1311 should be repealed and replaced by this Resolution;  

 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE 

CITY OF SNOHOMISH AS FOLLOWS: 
 

Resolution 1311 is hereby repealed and shall be replaced with this Resolution  1339 

which shall read as follows: 

 

I. General:  These rules constitute the official rules for the conduct of business by 

Snohomish City Council.  In all other contested decisions arising from points of order, 

the Council shall be governed by Robert’s Rules of Order Newly Revised, a copy of 

which is maintained in the office of the City Clerk. 

 

II. Organization: 

 

A. Swearing in of New Councilmembers.  Newly elected Councilmembers shall be 

sworn in either (1) within the ten days preceding January 1
st
, or (2) at the last 

regularly scheduled meeting of the year as per RCW 29A.20.040.  In the case of 

an appointment to fill a vacancy, the Councilmember shall be sworn in at the 



ACTION ITEM 5d 
 

84  City Council Meeting 
  February 2, 2016 

same meeting as the appointment or the next regular meeting, at the option of the 

new Councilmember. 
 

B. Election of Mayor.  The Council shall elect a Mayor and a Mayor Pro-tem for a 

term of two years and organize itself at the first Council Meeting during even-

numbered years.  In the temporary absence of the Mayor, the Mayor Pro-tem shall 

perform the duties and responsibilities of the Mayor.  In the event the Mayor is 

unable to serve the remainder of the term, a new Mayor shall be elected at the next 

Regular Meeting.  In the event the Mayor Pro-tem is unable to serve the remainder 

of the term, a new Mayor Pro-tem shall be elected at the next Regular Meeting. 

 

C. Quorum.  At all Council Meetings, a majority of the Council (four members) shall 

constitute a quorum for the transaction of business, but a lesser number may 

recess or adjourn. 

 

D. Attendance and Excused Absences.   

 

1. Councilmembers.  RCW 35A.13.020 provides that a Councilmember shall 

forfeit his or her office by failing to attend three consecutive Regular 

Meetings of the Council without being excused by the Council.  Members 

of the Council may be so excused by complying with this section.  The 

member shall contact the Mayor; or, if the Mayor is not available, the City 

Manager, or City Clerk, who shall convey the message to the Mayor.  

Following roll call, the Mayor shall inform the Council of the member’s 

absence, state the reason for such absence, and inquire if there is a motion 

to excuse the member.  This motion shall be non-debatable.  Upon passage 

of such motion by a majority of members present, the absent member shall 

be considered excused and the City Clerk will make an appropriate 

notation in the minutes. 

 

2. City Clerk.  The Clerk or an authorized Deputy Clerk shall attend all 

Council Meetings.  If the Clerk and the Deputy Clerk are absent from any 

Council Meeting, then the Mayor shall ask the City Manager to appoint a 

member of the staff to act as Clerk for that meeting. 

 

3. Officers or Employees.  Any City officer or employee shall have the duty, 

when requested by the Council, to attend Council Meetings and shall 

remain for such time as the Council may direct. 
 

E. Decorum.   

 

1. Forms of Address.  The Mayor shall be addressed as “Mayor (surname)”.  

Members of the Council shall be addressed as “Councilmember (surname)” 

or by the name requested by the Councilmember. 

 

2. Councilmember Communications Protocols During Meetings: 
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a. No Councilmember comments are to be personal in nature or 

otherwise disruptive.  All Councilmember comments are to be 

addressed to the Chair. 

 

b. All Councilmember comments during meetings shall be germane 

to the business of the City and tempered to advance the debate. 

 

c. Councilmember comments during meetings shall be concise and 

respectful of the time available to complete actions on the agenda 

and the desire to provide ample opportunities for citizens and other 

Councilmembers to comment. 

 

d.  Council members may not take action via electronic device while 

in an open public meeting of the governing body. “Action,” as 

defined under RCW 42.30.020, means the transaction of the 

official business of a public agency by a governing body including 

but not limited to receipt of public testimony, deliberations, 

discussions, considerations, reviews, evaluations, and final actions. 

"Final action" means a collective positive or negative decision, or 

an actual vote by a majority of the members of a governing body 

when sitting as a body or entity, upon a motion, proposal, 

resolution, order, or ordinance. 

 

e. City Councilmembers are responsible for complying with the 

communication guidelines contained in this policy. Violations 

could result in legal exposure to the Councilmember and the City 

and loss of privileges to access to technology mediums or systems. 

Sanctions for violation of Councilmember Communications 

protocols as described in this section may include the following, 

although the Council may decide, based on the severity of the 

violation, to begin with steps other than the first step as listed here: 

 

i. On the first violation, the Chair may issue a warning orally 

to the Councilmember who has violated these protocols. 

 

ii. On the second violation, the Chair, upon a motion being 

adopted by the City Council, may issue a written reprimand 

to the Councilmember who has violated these protocols.  

 

iii. On the third violation, the Chair, upon a motion being 

adopted by the City Council, may issue a formal resolution 

of censure to the Councilmember who has violated these 

protocols.   

 

iv. On the fourth violation, the Chair, upon a motion being 

adopted by the City Council, may remove the committee 
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and liaison assignments of the Councilmember who has 

violated these protocols.                                          

 

3. Right to Eject.  While the Council is in session, both the members and the 

public must preserve order and decorum, and shall neither, by conversation 

or otherwise, delay or interrupt the meeting or the peace of the Council, 

nor disrupt any member while speaking or refuse to obey the orders of the 

Presiding Officer, except as otherwise provided in these Rules.  Any 

person who becomes boisterous, unruly, or who physically or verbally 

threatens any other person while addressing the Council or while attending 

a Council meeting shall be asked to leave by the Presiding Officer and the 

Police Chief shall escort them from the Council Chambers. The Presiding 

Officer may also call for a recess so that measures may be taken to restore 

order to the meeting. 

 

4. Hearings.  Whenever the Council is conducting a public hearing on a 

quasi-judicial matter that affect individuals or property rights, such 

hearings must not only be fair, but must be free from even the appearance 

of unfairness.  Therefore, in their consideration of such matters 

Councilmembers shall:  

 

a. Try to avoid any ex parte contact with the individual or property 

owner whose rights are under consideration; 

 

b. Try to avoid any public or private statements in advance of the 

hearing that would suggest that the Councilmember has decided 

the issue before the hearing. 

 

5. Ex parte Communication.  Consistent with RCW 42.36.060, if any 

Councilmember has had ex parte communications with opponents or 

proponents with respect to a quasi-judicial proposal, that Councilmember 

must disassociate him/herself from the proceedings, unless: 

 

a. That Councilmember places on the record the substance of any 

written or oral ex parte communications concerning of the action; 

and 

 

b. The Presiding Officer makes a public announcement providing for 

an opportunity for any party to rebut the substance of the ex parte 

communication. 

 

6. Conflict of Interest.  Councilmembers that disassociate themselves from 

participating in a public hearing due to the violation of the appearance of 

fairness doctrine or a conflict of interest shall leave the Council Chambers 

during Council consideration of a matter. 
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F. Voting.   

 

1. Method.  Unless otherwise provided for by statute, ordinance, or 

resolution, all votes shall be taken by voice; except that at the request of 

any Councilmember, a roll call vote shall be taken by the Clerk. 

 

2. Tie Vote.  In case of a tie vote on any proposal, the proposal shall be 

considered lost. 

 

3. General.  Each Councilmember shall vote on all questions put to the 

Council, unless a conflict of interest or an appearance of fairness question 

under state law is present.  Unless a member of the Council states that he 

or she is abstaining, his or her silence shall be recorded as an affirmative 

vote. 

 

G. Adjournment.  Council meetings shall adjourn at or before 10:00 p.m.; except the 

time may be extended in half-hour increments until 11:00 p.m. upon approval of a 

formal motion.  At 11:00 p.m. the meeting shall be continued to a date and time 

certain upon approval of a formal motion.  The date and time will be announced 

by the chair at the meeting. 

 

III. Officers:   

 

A. Mayor and Mayor Pro-Tem.  The selection, duties, and powers of Mayor and 

Mayor Pro-tem shall be: 

 

1.   Selection.  Biennially in even numbered years at the first meeting of the 

new Council the Councilmembers shall by majority vote choose a 

chairman from among their number unless it is so approved by the voters 

for the chairman to be elected pursuant to RCW 35A.13.033.  The 

chairman of the Council shall have the title of Mayor (RCW 35A.13.030).  

Selected in the same manner as Mayor shall be a Mayor Pro-Tem. 

 

2.   Duties as Presiding Officers.  The Mayor, or in his or her absence the 

Mayor Pro-Tem, shall be the Presiding Officer of the Council.  In the 

absence of both the Mayor and the Mayor Pro-Tem, the Council shall 

appoint one of the members of the Council to act as a temporary Presiding 

Officer. 

 

3.   Powers.  In addition to the powers conferred as Mayor as listed below and 

as set forth in state law, the Mayor shall continue to have all the rights, 

privileges, and immunities of a member of the Council.  The Mayor shall 

be recognized as the head of the City for ceremonial purposes and by the 

governor for purposes of military law.  The Mayor shall have no regular 

administrative duties, but in time of public danger or emergency, if so 
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authorized by ordinance, shall take command of the police, maintain law, 

and enforce order. 

 

B. Presiding Officer’s Duties.  It shall be the duty of the Presiding Officer to: 

 

1. Call the meeting to order. 

 

2. Keep the meeting to its order of business. 

 

3. Control discussion in an orderly manner by: 

 

a. Giving every Councilmember who wishes an opportunity to speak 

when recognized by the Chair; 

 

b. Permitting citizen comments at the appropriate times; and 

 

c. Requiring all speakers to speak to the question and to observe the 

rules of order. 

 

4. Decide all questions of order, subject to the right of appeal to the Council 

by any member. 

 

IV. Committees.  Ad hoc committees of Councilmembers may be appointed by the Mayor, 

with the concurrence of the Council, from time to time as the need arises.  The members 

of such ad hoc committees will select the committee chairperson. 

 

V. Council Meetings. 
 

A. Open to the Public.  All Council Meetings shall comply with the requirements of 

the Open Meetings Act (RCW 42.30).  All Meetings of the Council shall be open 

to the public.  The City shall comply with the provisions of RCW 35A.12.160 

regarding notice of public meetings. (See also Section VII Electronic Media and 

Technology, Councilmember Communications Outside of Meetings, Open 

Public Meetings (OPMA) and Public Records Act (PRA).) 
 

B. Type of Meetings. 
 

1. Regular Meetings.  The Council shall hold their Regular Meetings on the 

first and third Tuesdays of the month between 7:00 p.m. and 10:00 p.m. 

Should any Tuesday fall on a legal holiday, the meeting shall be held at 

the same hour and place if available on the next working day.  Any change 

in location will be included in the regular publication notice of the meeting 

agenda. 
 

2. Workshops.  The Council may hold a workshop one hour before any 

regular meeting of the month.  Additional workshop sessions may be 

scheduled as needed.  Should any Tuesday fall on a legal holiday, the 
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meeting shall be held at the same hour and place if available on the next 

working day.  These meetings will be informal meetings for the purpose of 

more prolonged discussion of issues and topics selected by the City 

Manager or Council.  Workshops may be held jointly with advisory 

Boards and Commissions to the Council. 
 

3. Special Meetings.  Special Meetings may be called by the Mayor by 

written notice delivered to each member of the Council at least twenty-

four hours before the time specified for the proposed meeting.  Special 

Meetings shall also be called by the Mayor upon the written request of any 

three members of the Council.  The notice of such Special Meetings shall 

state the Subjects to be considered, and no subjects other than those 

specified in the notice shall be considered. 
 

C.   Executive Sessions.   
 

1. General.  The Council may hold Executive Sessions from which the public 

may be excluded, for the purposes set forth in RCW 42.30.110 and RCW 

42.30.140.  Before convening an Executive Session, the Presiding Officer 

shall announce the purpose of the session, the anticipated time when the 

session will be concluded and shall state whether action by Council is 

expected following the Executive Session.  Should the session require 

more time, a public announcement shall be made that the session is being 

extended. 
 

2. Confidentiality.  Councilmembers should shall keep confidential all 

written materials and verbal information provided to them during 

Executive Sessions unless otherwise agreed by a majority of Council.  

Confidentiality also includes information provided to Councilmembers 

outside of Executive Sessions when the information is considered to be 

exempt from disclosure by State law. 

 

3. Ex parte Contact.  If the Council, after Executive Session, has provided 

direction to City staff on proposed terms and conditions for City business, 

all contacts with any other party should be done by the designated City 

staff representative handling the issue.  Councilmembers should obtain the 

permission of the City Manager prior to discussing the information with 

anyone other than other Councilmembers, the City Attorney, or City staff 

designated by the City Manager.  Any Councilmember having any such 

contact or discussion needs to make full disclosure to the City Manager 

and/or Council in a timely manner.   

 

D. Meeting Place.  Regular Council Meetings will be held at the George Gilbertson 

Board Room in the Snohomish School District Resource and Services Building at 

1601 Avenue D or another public meeting facility as advertised.  Workshops and 

Special Meetings will usually be held at the same location, but may be held at 

other appropriate locations, with proper notice. 
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E. Council Agenda.   

 

1. Order of Business.  No Legislative item shall be voted upon which is not 

on the agenda as approved by the Council at the meeting.  The order of 

business for each Regular Meeting shall be as follows: 

 

Regular Session (7:00 p.m. - 10:00 p.m.)  

 

1. Call to Order 

2. Approve the Agenda Contents and Order 

3. Approve the Minutes of the Previous Meeting(s) 

4. Citizen Comments on items not on the agenda 

5. Proclamations or Presentations 

6. Public Hearings 

7. Action Items 

8. Discussion Items 

9. Consent Items 

10. Other Business/Information Items 

11. Councilmember Comments/Liaison Reports 

12. Manager’s Comments 

13. Mayor’s Comments 

14. Executive Session  

15. Reconvene Regular Session 

16. Adjourn 
 

2. Consent Items.  The City Manager in consultation with the Presiding 

Officer, shall place matters under the Consent Items which:  (a) have been 

previously discussed by the Council, or (b) based on the information 

delivered to members of the Council by the administration, can be 

reviewed by a Councilmember without further explanation, or (c) are so 

routine or technical in nature that passage is likely.  The motion to adopt 

Consent Items shall be non-debatable and have the effect of moving to 

adopt all items.  Since adoption of any item under the Consent Items 

implies unanimous consent, any member of the Council shall have the 

right to remove any item.  Therefore, under the item “Approve the Agenda 

Contents and Order”, the Presiding Officer shall inquire if any 

Councilmembers wishes an item to be withdrawn from the Consent 

agenda.  If any matter is withdrawn, the Presiding Officer shall place the 

item at an appropriate place on the agenda for deliberation at the current or 

a future Council Meeting. 

 

  



ACTION ITEM 5d 
 

City Council Meeting  91 
February 2, 2016 

VI. Public Testimony. 

 

A. Oral and Written Comments.   

 

1. General.  Unless determined otherwise by a majority of Council, public 

comment will be allowed on all Council action items and discussion items. 

Time allotted shall not exceed three minutes. Any person may also speak 

under “Citizen Comments on items not on the Agenda” for no more than 

three minutes.  Citizen comments regarding action and discussion items 

will be allowed following staff presentations and Council questions and 

prior to Council deliberations.  Testimony given at a Public Hearing shall  

be limited to three minutes per person unless determined otherwise by the 

Presiding Officer with the concurrence of Council. Where a public hearing 

is scheduled (whether quasi-judicial or not) all public comment and 

testimony will be provided during the hearing so an adequate record can be 

made. Except for matters of procedure,  public comment and/or testimony 

shall not be given during  the general citizen comment portion of the agenda 

and will be reserved for the time of the hearing.  

 

2.  Identification of Speakers.  Persons testifying or providing public 

comment should identify themselves for the record as to name, address, 

and organization. 

 

3. Time Limitations.  Individuals will be allowed three (3) uninterrupted 

minutes to speak.  Providing that all individuals are allowed to speak at the 

hearing, if time permits another three (3) minutes may be allowed for added 

comment.  At the discretion of the Presiding Officer, with the concurrence 

of Council, additional time for receipt of oral and written testimony may 

be allowed.  The Mayor or his designee shall be the timekeeper. 

 

At a quasi-judicial hearing, the burden of proof generally lies with the applicant of the action 

before the Council.  During the public testimony portion of the meeting, the applicant and the 

applicant’s advisors will not be limited in presentation time and will have the opportunity for 

rebuttal to opposing testimony. 

 

4. Quasi-Judicial Items.  A quasi-judicial action is an action of the Council 

which determines the legal rights, duties, or privileges of specific 

individuals or properties, such as rezones or plat approvals.   

 

 The order of business for a quasi-judicial hearing shall be as follows: 

 

a. Appearance of Fairness Query 

b. Swearing in of all witnesses who intend to testify by the City 

Attorney 

c. Staff presentation 

d Board or Commission recommendation 
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e. Applicant’s statement 

f. Council’s questions of Staff, Commission, and Applicant 

g. Citizens’ testimony 

h. Rebuttal by Applicant 

i. Public testimony closed  

j. Council deliberation 

k. Council action 

 

5. Workshops.  The Council may take public comments at a Workshop 

meeting, but only at the discretion of the Presiding Officer and with the 

concurrence of Council, when appropriate and practical. 

 

6. Written Comments.  Written materials may be submitted to the Council at 

the Regular Meeting at which an issue is to be considered.  However the 

Council may not be able to consider such written comments at that time.  

In order for written comments to reach the Council for consideration prior 

to the meeting or hearing, they must be filed with the Clerk no later than 1 

p.m. of the Thursday preceding the Regular Meeting for distribution to the 

Council with the regular agenda packet. 

 

VII. Electronic Media and Technology, Councilmember Communications Outside of 

Meetings, Open Public Meetings (OPMA) and Public Records Act (PRA). 

 

A. It is the policy of the City Council of the City of Snohomish to adhere to the 

Revised code of Washington (RCW) 42.30 regarding Open Public Meetings and 

RCW 42.56 regarding Public Records.  

 

1. All records, regardless of format, related to the conduct of City business 

reviewed, created or altered must be retained per the State of Washington 

Local Government Common Records Retention Schedule. (the CORE 

manual), pursuant to 42.56 RCW and 40.14 RCW, Preservation and 

Destruction of Public Records. 

 

2 Per state law, all documents, files, communications and messages created, 

reviewed or altered that are related to the conduct of City business, 

regardless of format, are property of the City. As a result, these 

documents, files, communications and messages are not private or 

confidential unless otherwise noted in the Revised Code of Washington. 

The City reserves the right to request, access, monitor, and disclose the 

contents of electronic messages and any record, regardless of format, 

related to the conduct of City business on City-issued or personal devices 

that Council members use. Council members should have no expectation 

of privacy in either sending or receiving electronic messages, or other 

information on the Internet, City network or other electronic media related 

to City Business whether done on their own personal device or on a City 

issued device. The City may review the public records for legal exemption 
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or redaction pursuant to the Public Records Act RCW 42.56 or other 

applicable state or federal laws and may provide third party notice 

providing affected parties the opportunity to file for a court order to 

prevent or limit disclosure.    

 

3. Email Accounts: 

 a. For ease of public record retention and for ease of document 

search, councilmembers are strongly encouraged to utilize the 

City’s assigned email account and information system for all City-

related business. 

 

b. Subject to limited exceptions set forth in state law, e-mail accounts 

established through the City’s information system for individual 

Councilmembers are considered public and subject to public 

disclosure laws.  

 

c. E-mails that are public records will be retained and archived 

according to City and State retention schedules.  

 

d. Non-City provided email accounts used by individual 

Councilmembers for the conduct of communicating City business 

will be subject to public disclosure laws. Councilmembers are 

responsible for preserving all City business records on their 

personal devices, systems and servers.  

 

7. Text Messages: 

 Text Messages generated or received by individual Councilmembers for 

conducting City business on any personal device whether issued by the 

City or not, are subject to public disclosure laws and records retention 

schedules. Text messages must be retained and archived according to City 

and State retention schedules. Councilmembers are responsible for 

preserving all City business records on their personal devices, systems and 

servers.  

 

8. Social Media: 

 The City of Snohomish utilizes social media sites to enhance and promote 

the economic development initiatives of the community and to facilitate 

discussion of City issues, operations and services. City of Snohomish 

social media sites and all content therein are subject to the State of 

Washington’s public records laws. City and State records retention 

schedules apply to all social media content. Guidelines for 

Councilmember use of social media sites is as follows: 

 

a. All social media site entries should clearly indicate that any 

content posted is subject to public disclosure laws and records 

retention schedules 
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b. Unless the content is pre-authorized by the City Council, 

Councilmembers posting to any social media site, whether owned 

by the City or a private individual or organization social media 

sites, should be clear that the individual Councilmember is 

speaking for themselves and not on behalf of the City or the City 

Council. 

 

c. Information that has the potential to compromise the safety or 

security of the public or public systems should not be posted to 

social media sites. 

 

d. Anything that may be construed as harassment or disparagement of 

others based on race, national origin, sex, sexual orientation, age, 

disability, or religious or political beliefs will not be tolerated. This 

includes, but is not limited to sending threatening messages, slurs, 

obscenities, sexually explicit images, cartoons or messages. 

 

9. City issued cell phones and other devices:   

Cell phones and other devices, issued by the City, to individual 

Councilmembers will archive all text messages and retain the records 

according to records retention schedules. All texting of matters relating to 

City business will be done on City issued devices. 

 

10. Non-City issued Cell phones and other devices. 

 Non-City issued cell phones and other devices, used by individual 

Councilmembers, for texting or receiving texts relating to City business, 

will require archiving of text messages and retention of records according 

to records retention schedules.  

11. Records Requests/Inspection/Monitoring. 

 

a. All Council members are required to work collaboratively with the 

City Clerk’s Office for access to a personal or City-issued 

electronic device when responding to a public records request. 

 

b. The City needs to be able to respond to proper requests resulting 

from public records request and legal proceedings that call for 

electronically-stored evidence. Therefore, the City must, and does, 

maintain the right and the ability to access City provided 

electronics and City email accounts and to inspect and review any 

and all data recorded in those applications and files. Because the 

City reserves the right to obtain access to all electronic mail 

messages left on or transmitted over these applications, 

Councilmembers should not assume that such messages are private 

and confidential or that the City or its designated representatives 

will not have a need to access and review this information.   
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c. The City reserves the right to regularly monitor electronic mail 

messages, information and all documents. The City will inspect the 

contents of computers or electronic mail in the course of an 

investigation. 

 

12. Executive Session. 

 It is recommended that Councilmembers have no electronic 

communications during executive sessions.  

 

B. The following is a list of prohibited uses of City communication applications or 

devices: 

 

1. Transmitting any material or messages in violation of Federal, State, Local 

law, Ordinance, Regulation or City policy. 

 

2. Distributing sensitive or confidential information, per RCW 42.23.070, 

Code of Ethics for Municipal Officers, Prohibited Acts. 

 

3. Distributing unauthorized broadcast messages, soliciting or proselytizing 

others for commercial ventures, religious or political causes, or other non-

job related matters except as provided elsewhere in this policy. 

 

4. Accessing or distributing offensive or pornographic materials. 

 

5. Using City-provided electronic media and devices for personal use, to 

accomplish personal gain, or to manage a personal business. 

 

6. Downloading or distributing copyrighted materials not owned by the City, 

including software, photographs, or any other media except when 

authorized by the City Manager or Information Services Manager as it 

pertains to work related uses. 

 

7. Developing or distributing programs that are designed to infiltrate 

computer systems internally or externally (viruses) or intentionally 

disrupting network traffic or crashing the network and connected systems. 

 

8. Accessing or downloading any resource for which there is a fee without 

prior appropriate City Council authorization / approval and authorized by 

the City Manager or Information Services Manager. 

 

9. Representing yourself as another user or employee, forging electronic mail 

messages, unauthorized access of others’ files with no substantial business 

purpose, or vandalizing the data of another user. 

 



ACTION ITEM 5d 
 

96  City Council Meeting 
  February 2, 2016 

10. Attempting to access any system, which Council member is not authorized 

to access (hacking). 

 

11. Giving your user name and password to anyone, except the Information 

Services Manager or designee for any purpose. 

 

12. Inappropriate use, which is deemed by the City Council Policy or City 

Policies to be a violation of the intended purpose of any electronic media. 

 

C. Councilmember Communications.  

 

1. All written communications, including letters and electronic messages, 

responding to citizens should be distributed to all other Councilmembers 

and the City Clerk. However, to prevent a violation of the Open Public 

Meetings Act and a “serial Council meeting” the Council members should 

not reply “all” or have communications with more than two other 

members of the Council body.  

 

2. The use of City letterhead by individual Councilmembers for 

communications to constituents or to other governmental entities shall not 

be allowed unless approved by Council majority. 

 

3. Within the text of correspondence from Councilmembers to constituents, 

governmental entities, and community organizations, the Councilmember 

should not characterize or attempt to describe the views and actions of 

other Councilmembers in order to ensure that those Councilmembers have 

an opportunity to characterize their own views and actions. 

 

4. The substance of phone calls by the Mayor to citizens or to officers of 

other governmental entities should be shared via email or other 

communication method whenever these phone discussions involve issues 

of significance for the Council as a whole. However, to prevent a violation 

of the Open Public Meetings Act and a “serial Council meeting” the 

Council members should not reply “all” or have communications with 

more than two other members of the Council body.  

 

5. Letters to the editor for publication in newspapers, magazines and 

electronic or Internet-based publications submitted by individual 

Councilmembers should not represent the Councilmember’s personal 

views as those of the City or the City Council unless specifically directed 

to do so by the City Council. 

 

VIII. Periodic Review.  It is the intent of the City Council that Council procedures be 

periodically reviewed as needed, but no less than every two years.  Therefore Council 

procedures shall be reviewed in the month of January of every even numbered year, and 

may be amended at any other time that the Council shall choose. 
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IX. Effect/Waiver of Rules.  These rules of procedure are adopted for the sole benefit of the 

members of the City Council to assist in the orderly conduct of Council business.  These 

rules of procedure do not grant right or privileges to members of the public or third 

parties.  Failure of the City Council to adhere to these rules shall not result in any liability 

to the City, its officers, agents, and employees, nor shall failure to adhere to these rules 

result in invalidation of any Council act.  The City Council may, by a majority vote, 

determine to temporarily waive any of the provisions herein.  These rules shall be 

effective upon the date of adoption as set forth below. 

 

 PASSED by the City Council and APPROVED by the Mayor this
 
______ day of 

_______, 2016. 

 

 CITY OF SNOHOMISH 

 

 

 __________________________ 

 Karen Guzak, Mayor 

ATTEST: 

 

__________________________ 

Pat Adams, City Clerk 

 

 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

 

__________________________ 

Grant Weed, City Attorney  
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Date: February 2, 2016 

 

To: City Council 

 

From: Jennifer Olson, Finance Director   

 

Subject:  Adopt Ordinance 2299 - Amending Snohomish Municipal Code Relating to 

 the Imposition of Fees 

  

 

The purpose of this agenda item is for City Council consideration and adoption of proposed 

Ordinance 2299 (See Attachment) which will update the related Snohomish Municipal Codes 

(SMC) that currently refer to a specific fee amount within the SMC to language that will refer all 

fees that are imposed to be found within a fee schedule to periodically be updated by City 

Council Resolution. 

 

Background: As part of the City Council 2015 annual goals, staff was directed to review all fees 

for goods, services, functions and programs provided by the City. Examples of services include 

business licensing, land use applications and permits, park fees and other charges imposed. On 

January 19, 2016, staff reviewed all fees, proposed new fee changes and presented a new fee 

schedule format that consolidated all fees into a comprehensive fee schedule.  

 

Ordinance 2299, first reviewed by City Council on January 19, 2016, identifies the Snohomish 

Municipal Code chapters that require amendments to reflect the reference to a fee schedule rather 

than a specific fee within the code. 

 

STRATEGIC PLAN REFERENCE: This action is related to all Strategic Plan initiatives. 

 

RECOMMENDATION:  That the City Council ADOPT Ordinance 2299, amending 

Snohomish City Codes that reference a fee amount to reference a fee schedule approved by 

City Council Resolution. 

 

ATTACHMENT:  Proposed Ordinance 2299 
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CITY OF SNOHOMISH 
Snohomish, Washington 

 
DRAFT ORDINANCE 2299 

  
AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF SNOHOMISH, WASHINGTON, 
AUTHORIZING CODE SECTIONS RELATING TO IMPOSITION OF FEES 
FOR GOODS, SERVICES AND FUNCTIONS PROVIDED BY THE CITY AND 
AMENDING SNOHOMISH MUNICIPAL CODE CHAPTER 3.45 ENTITLED 
“FINANCE CHARGES” AND CHAPTER 5.70 ENTITLED “WAYFINDING 
SIGNS” AND SECTIONS 3.16.080 ENTITLED “LATE PAYMENT FEE”, 3.18.060 
ENTITLED “LATE PAYMENT FEE”, 3.20.010 ENTITLED “APPLICATION  
FEE”, 5.08.060 ENTITLED “APPLICATION”, 5.10.085 ENTITLED 
“CLEANING/DAMAGE DEPOSIT”, 5.36.030 ENTITLED “APPLICATION FOR 
PERMIT AND LICENSE”, 5.36.050 ENTITLED “LICENSE FEES”, 5.53.040 
ENTITLED “TAX PAYMENTS”, 5.60.030 ENTITLED “ADULT CABARET, 
ADULT DRIVE-IN THEATER, ADULT MOTION PICTURE THEATER 
LICENSES”, 5.60.040 ENTITLED “ADULT MOTION PICTURE THEATER OR 
ADULT DRIVE-IN  THEATER MANAGER, PROJECTIONIST, USHER AND 
SECURITY PERSONNEL LICENSES”, 5.60.050 ENTITLED “ADULT 
CABARET MANAGER, ASSISTANT MANAGER, SECURITY PERSONNEL 
AND ENTERTAINER LICENSES”, 5.62.030 ENTITLED “ADULT PANORAM 
LICENSE”, 5.62.040 ENTITLED “ADULT PANORAM MANAGER AND 
ASSISTANT MANAGER LICENSES”, 7.08.040 ENTITLED “DANGEROUS 
DOGS AND POTENTIALLY DANGEROUS DOGS CERTIFICATE OF 
REGISTRATION REQUIRED PREREQUISITES”, 9.04.170 ENTITLED 
“FINGERPRINTING”, 9.04.175 ENTITLED “BACKGROUND CHECKS”, 
9.04.180 ENTITLED “FALSE FIRE ALARM RESPONSE”, 11.08.300 ENTITLED 
“IMMOBILIZATION FEE”, 11.12.050 ENTITLED “PERMIT FEE”, 12.52.030 
ENTITLED “FUNCTIONS OF THE DISTRICT”, 13.04.155 ENTITLED 
“SCHEDULING PARK SPACES AND FACILITIES”,  14.300.070 ENTITLED 
“SCHEDULE OF PARK IMPACT FEES”, 15.04.143 ENTITLED “DEFERRAL 
OF CONNECTION FEE AND CAPITAL  FACILITIES  CHARGE”, 20.04.060 
ENTITLED “LICENSE – APPLICATION –CONTENTS – INSPECTION FEE”, 
20.04.070 ENTITLED “LICENSE – FEE”, 20.04.100 ENTITLED “LICENSE – 
TRANSFERABILITY” PROVIDING FOR SEVERABILITY AND EFFECTIVE 
DATE 

 
 WHEREAS, the City Council finds a Fee Schedule to list all fees charged by the City is 
beneficial to avoid confusion; and 

 
 WHEREAS, it is appropriate that fees be amended by resolution of the City Council 
from time to time as the need arises; and 

 
 WHEREAS, a Fee Schedule describing the various fees is a much more efficient process 
for establishing fees then citing the fees in City Code,  
  
 NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SNOHOMISH, 
WASHINGTON, DO ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS: 
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Section 1.  SMC Section 3.16.080 entitled “Late Payment Fee” is hereby amended as follows: 
 

As to all taxes due under this chapter, beginning with tax to be paid for the month of 
October, 1996, if said tax is not paid on or before the date specified in the various 
sections of this chapter, a late payment penalty shall accrue and be added to the tax due as 
follows:  
 
If any tax is not paid within 45 days of its due date, a penalty shall be added equal to five 
percent (5%) of the tax, with a minimum penalty of $2.00 and the City Council shall set 
the fee under this section by resolution. 

 
Section 2.  SMC Section 3.18.060 entitled “Late Payment Fee” is hereby amended as follows: 

 
As to all taxes due under this chapter, beginning with the tax to be paid on the 20th day of 
the month following the effective date of imposition of a tax on admissions, if said tax is 
not collected and remitted by said 20th day, a late payment penalty shall accrue, be fixed, 
levied and added to the tax collection due from the business as follows:  
 
If any tax is not collected and remitted within forty-five (45) days of its due date, a 
penalty shall be added equal to five percent (5%) of the tax, with a minimum penalty of 
TWO DOLLARS ($2) and the City Council shall set the fee under this section by 
resolution. 
 

Section 3.  SMC Section 3.20.010 entitled “Application Fee” is hereby amended as follows: 
 

The application fee for applications under the Open Space Taxation Act shall be fifty 
dollars ($50) plus one dollar ($1) per acre, or any part thereof, as specified by the  
applicant  in  his  or  her application set by resolution of the City Council. 

 
Section 4. A new SMC Chapter 3.45 entitled “Finance Charges” is hereby enacted to read as 
follows: 
 

3.45.010 Audio Tape  
3.45.020 Copying fees  
3.45.030 CD/DVD  
3.45.040 Non-Sufficient Funds Fee 
3.45.050 Staff Charge-out Rates 

 
3.45.010 Audio Tape  
 
Any person that requests an audio tape copy from the City shall pay the fee as set by resolution 
of the City Council. 
 
3.45.020 Copying fees  
 
Any person that requests copies from the City shall pay the appropriate fees as set by resolution 
of the City Council. Copying fees for public records requests are charged in accordance with 
state law. 
 
3.45.030 CD/DVD  
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Any person that requests a CD/DVD copy from the City shall pay the fee as set by resolution of 
the City Council. 
 
3.45.040 Returned Check Fee  
 
Any check that is paid to the City and returned for non-sufficient funds (“NSF”) shall pay the fee 
as set by resolution of the City Council. 
 
3.45.050 Staff Charge-out Rates 
 
Other reimbursements required by City shall be set by resolution of the City Council. 
 
Section 5.  SMC Section 5.08.060 entitled “Application” is hereby amended as follows (all other 
provisions of Section 5.08.060 remain in effect and unchanged): 
 

A. An applicant for an initial franchise shall submit to the City a written application on a 
form provided by the City, at the time and place specified by the City for accepting 
applications, and accompanied by the designated application fee. An application fee in 
the amount of $20,000 set by resolution of the City Council shall accompany the 
application to cover costs associated with processing the application, including, without 
limitation, costs of administrative review, financial, legal, and technical evaluation of the 
applicant, notice and publication requirements, and document preparation expenses. In 
the event such costs exceed the application fee, the applicant shall pay the difference to 
the City within thirty (30) days following receipt of an itemized statement of such costs. 
Conversely, if such costs are less than the application fee, the City shall refund the 
difference to the applicant.  
 
… 

 
Section 6. SMC Section 5.10.020 entitled “Permit and Contract requirements” is hereby 
amended as follows (all other provisions of Section 5.10.020 remain in effect and unchanged): 
 
 … 
 

C.  When a special event will be an exercise of rights protected by the First and 
Fourteenth Amendments to the United States Constitution, the application shall be 
processed promptly, without charging a fee for political or religious activities or 
imposing terms or conditions that infringe constitutional freedoms, and in a manner that 
respects the liberty of applicants and the public.  
 
D. All permit applications shall be accompanied by an application fee to be set by 
resolution of the City Council; unless otherwise noted in this chapter. 

 
Section 7.  SMC Section 5.10.085 entitled “Cleaning/Damage Deposit” is hereby amended as 
follows: 
  

For an event not protected by the First and Fourteenth Amendments to the United States 
Constitution, an applicant may be required to submit to the City a cleaning/damage 
deposit of $200 for each scheduled day of the event, two weeks prior to the starting of the 
event. The amount of the deposit shall be set by resolution of the City Council. The 
deposit shall be refunded to applicant if, upon inspection, all is in order, or a prorated 
portion thereof as may be necessary to reimburse the City for loss or cleaning costs. The 
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City reserves the right to retain the entire deposit if cleanup is not completed 
satisfactorily in the time frame as specified in the special events contract 
 

Section 8.  SMC Section 5.36.030 entitled “Application for Permit and License” is hereby 
amended as follows (all other provisions of Section 5.36.030 remain in effect and unchanged): 
 
 … 
 

(I) At time of filing the application, pay the City Clerk a fee of twenty-five dollars ($25) 
set by resolution of the City Council to cover cost of investigation of applicant;  
 
… 
 

Section 9.  SMC Section 5.36.050, entitled “License Fees” is hereby amended as follows: 
 

License fees to be charged such applicants shall be at the rate of fifteen dollars ($15) per 
year, ten dollars ($10) per month, or two dollars ($2) per day set by resolution of the City 
Council and no portion thereof shall be refunded in the event of cancellation thereof as 
hereinafter provided. 

 
Section 10.  SMC Section 5.60.030 entitled “Adult Cabaret, Adult Drive-In Theater, Adult 
Motion Picture Theater Licenses” is hereby amended as follows (all other provisions of Section 
5.60.030 remain in effect and unchanged): 

 
… 
 
(C) A nonrefundable application fee, of $700.00 set by resolution of the City Council 
must be paid at the time of filing an application in order to defray the costs of processing 
the application. The annual renewal fee shall be $500.00 set by resolution of the City 
Council. 
 
… 

 
Section 11.  SMC Section 5.60.040 entitled “Adult Motion Picture Theater or Adult Drive-In 
Theater Manager, Projectionist, Usher and Security Personnel Licenses” is hereby amended as 
follows (all other provisions of Section 5.60.040 remain in effect and unchanged): 
 

(A) No person shall work as a manager, assistant manager, projectionist, usher or security 
personnel at an adult drive-in theater or adult motion picture theater without a manager, 
assistant manager, projectionist, usher or security personnel license from the City. Each 
applicant for a license shall complete an application on forms provided by the City 
containing the information identified below. A nonrefundable application fee, of $100.00 
set by resolution of the City Council, shall accompany the application for a manager or 
assistant manager. A nonrefundable fee, of $25.00 set by resolution of the City Council 
shall accompany the application for a projectionist, usher or security personnel. A copy 
of the application shall be provided to the Police Department for its review, investigation 
and recommendation. All applications shall be signed by the applicant and certified to be 
true under penalty of perjury. Each license application shall require the following 
information: 
 
… 
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(D) A license issued under this section shall be valid for one year and must be annually 
renewed. The annual renewal fee for a manager or assistant manager shall be $75.00 set 
by resolution of the City Council. The annual renewal fee for a projectionist, usher or 
security personnel shall be $20.00 set by set by resolution of the City Council. 

 
Section 12.  SMC Section 5.60.050 entitled “Adult Cabaret Manager, Assistant Manager, 
Security Personnel and Entertainer Licenses” is hereby amended as follows:  
 

(A)  No person shall work as a manager, assistant manager, security personnel or adult 
entertainer at an adult cabaret without an entertainer's, managers, or security personnel's 
license from the City. Each applicant for a manager's, security personnel's or entertainer's 
license shall complete an application on forms provided by the City containing the 
information identified below. A nonrefundable application fee, of $100.00 as set by 
resolution of the City Council, shall accompany the application. A copy of the application 
shall be provided to the Police Department for its review, investigation and 
recommendation. All applications shall be signed by the applicant and certified to be true 
under penalty of perjury. The license application shall require the following information: 
 
… 

 
(E) A license issued under this section shall be valid for one year and must be annually 
renewed. The annual renewal fee for a manager, assistant manager, adult entertainer or 
for security personnel shall be $75.00 set by resolution of the City Council. 

 
Section 13.  SMC Section 5.62.030 entitled “Adult Panoram License” is hereby amended as 
follows (all other provisions of Section 5.62.030 remain in effect and unchanged):  
 
 … 
 

(C) A nonrefundable application fee, of $700.00 set by resolution of the City Council, 
must be paid at the time of filing an application in order to defray the costs of processing 
the application. The annual renewal fee shall be $500.00 set by resolution of the City 
Council. 
 
… 

 
Section 14.  SMC Section 5.62.040 entitled “Adult Panoram Manager and Assistant Manager 
Licenses” is hereby amended as follows (all other provisions of Section 5.62.040 remain in effect 
and unchanged):  
 
 … 
 

(D) A license issued under this section shall be valid for one year and must be annually 
renewed. The annual renewal fee for a manager or assistant manager shall be $75.00 set 
by resolution of the City Council. 

 
Section 15. A new SMC Chapter 5.70 entitled “Wayfinding Signs” is hereby enacted to read as 
follows: 
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5.70.010 Fees 
 
Any business that requests placement of a downtown wayfinding sign shall pay a fee as set by 
resolution of the City Council for the first year. The annual renewal fee shall be set by resolution 
of the City Council. 
 
Section 16.  SMC Section 7.08.040 entitled “Dangerous Dogs and Potentially Dangerous Dogs 
Certificate of Registration Required Prerequisites” is hereby amended as follows (all other 
provisions of Section 7.08.040 remain in effect and unchanged): 
 
 … 
 

(B) The City of Snohomish shall issue a certificate of registration to the owner of a 
dangerous dog or potentially dangerous dog upon payment of a one hundred dollar 
($100.00) registration fee, set by resolution of the City Council, if the owner presents to 
the City of Snohomish sufficient evidence of: 
 
… 

 
Section 17. A new SMC Section 9.04.170 entitled “Fingerprinting” is hereby enacted to read as 
follows: 
 
Any person that requires fingerprinting shall pay the appropriate fee as set by resolution of the 
City Council. The fee shall cover two cards. 
 
Section 18. A new SMC Section 9.04.175 entitled “Background Checks” is hereby enacted to 
read as follows: 
 
Any person that requires a background check shall pay the fee set by resolution of the City 
Council. 
 
Section 19. A new SMC Section 9.04.180 entitled “False Fire Alarm Response” is hereby 
enacted to read as follows: 
 
Any person that causes a response to a false fire alarm shall pay the appropriate fee as set by 
resolution of the City Council.  
 
Section 20.  SMC Section 11.08.300 entitled “Immobilization Fee” is hereby amended as follows: 
 

Any vehicle immobilized shall be assessed an fifty dollar immobilization fee as set by 
resolution of the City Council, said fee to be in addition to any other penalty assessed 
pursuant to this chapter. 

 
Section 21.  SMC Section 11.12.050 entitled “Permit Fee” is hereby amended as follows: 
 

The fee for special permits shall be $50.00 per permit per vehicle set by resolution of the 
City Council. Permits may be issued for any reasonable period of time not exceeding one 
year. The fee shall be collected by the City Treasurer as a condition of the issuance of any 
permit. 

 
Section 22. SMC Section 12.12.180 entitled “Variances” is hereby amended as follows (all other 
provisions of Section 12.12.180 remain in effect and unchanged): 
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The land use hearing examiner shall have authority to grant variances from any and all 
provisions of this ordinance and any standards adopted hereunder. All applications for a 
variance shall be in writing to the City Clerk and shall be accompanied by a $500.00 
application fee set by resolution of the City Council. The applicant shall be given ten (10) 
days' notice of the date on which the land use hearing examiner shall consider the 
variance. The land use hearing examiner may grant a variance only upon a finding that all 
of the following facts and conditions exist:  
 
… 

 
Section 23. SMC Section 12.20.160 entitled “Permit Fee Schedule” is hereby amended as 
follows: 
 

Every applicant for a permit to do work regulated by this code shall, at the time of 
making such application, pay a permit fee in accordance with the following schedule: set 
by resolution of the City Council 

 
A.  For all work consisting of patching and minor repairing of a sidewalk or 
driveway which does not involve the removal of the existing improvement: none;  

 
B.  For all work consisting of reconstruction of a sidewalk or driveway requiring 
removal and replacement of all or a portion of the existing improvement, and all 
new construction of a sidewalk or driveway where one did not previously exist: 
five dollars. 

 
Section 24. SMC Section 12.40.020 entitled “Building Moving – License Fee” is hereby 
amended as follows: 
 

The license fee for the removal of buildings in, upon, or along any of the places 
mentioned in Section 12.40.010 hereof, shall be the sum of five dollars per day or part 
thereof, and for each day or part of a day said building is upon any of said places therein 
mentioned. set by resolution of the City Council 

 
Section 25. SMC Section 13.04.155 entitled “Scheduling Park Spaces and Facilities” is hereby 
amended to read as follows (all other provisions of Section 13.04.155 remain in effect and 
unchanged): 
 
 … 
 

E. Any fees associated with park or park shelter usage shall be set by resolution of the City 
Council. 

 
Section xx. SMC Section 14.290.040 entitled “Establishment of Impact Fees” is hereby amended 
as follows: 
 

Development Per Dwelling 

Impact Fee 

Single-Family 

Dwelling 

$896 change 

to 0  

Studio or one-bedroom $0 
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multifamily dwelling 

Multifamily dwelling 

with two or more 

bedrooms 

$0 

 
The impact fee shall be set by resolution of the City Council 
 
Section 26.  SMC Section 14.300.070 entitled “Schedule of Park Impact Fees” is hereby amended 
as follows: 
 

The impact fee shall be as follows:  set by resolution of the City Council 
Land Use Activity           Fee 
Single Family                         $4,150   
Dwelling Unit                         per unit  
 
Multi-Family               $3,600  
Dwelling Unit                         per unit 

 
Section 27.  SMC Section 15.04.143 entitled “Deferral of Connection Fee and Capital Facilities 
Charge” is hereby amended as follows: 
 

An owner or owners of a lot or parcel for which one or more new utility connections or 
one or more larger water meters are required or requested may apply to the City for 
deferral of the Utility Connection Fee and the Utility Capital Facility Charge for a 
maximum period of one year from the date of issuance of associated permits. A deferral 
shall be subject to execution of an agreement with the City to pay a surcharge added to 
his/her combined    utility billing calculated as follows:  
 
The surcharge shall be the sum of the Utility Connection Fee and the Utility Capital 
Facility Charge increased by an interest factor determined by the City to reflect the City’s 
cost of borrowed money for the term of the deferral plus an administrative fee of one 
hundred dollars ($100) set by resolution of the City Council. Interest shall be calculated 
for and compounded at two month intervals until the obligation is fully paid. All unpaid 
charges and interest shall be due with the utility billing following the close of twelve 
month deferral term.  
 
Said agreement shall be memorialized in writing in a  form approved by the City 
Attorney and shall authorize the City to record a lien against the  lot or parcel for which 
the surcharge is due. Upon execution of the agreement and recording a lien against the lot 
or parcel, the owner or owners shall receive a deferral equal to the full amount of the 
Utility Connection Fee and the Utility Capital Facility Charge. If timely payment is not 
received with the first utility billing twelve months after permit issuance, water service to 
the property may be shut off without notice until the final payment is remitted and/or the 
City may foreclose on the lien.  
 
Payment of all other charges due for applicable utility connection(s), including, but not 
limited to, applicable Project Development Fees pursuant to SMC 15.04.126, shall be 
made at the time of permit issuance. 

 
Section 28.  SMC Section 20.04.060, entitled “License – Application –Contents – Inspection Fee” 
is hereby amended as follows: 
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Every application for a license to operate a trailer camp in the City shall be in writing 
upon a form provided by the City for that purpose and shall state the name and mailing 
address of the applicant, a description of the property whereon and wherein it is proposed 
to conduct such a trailer camp, the name and address of the person who will be manager 
of and responsible for same, and all other information as required by the application 
form, which application shall be filed with the City Clerk not less than ten days before 
the trailer campground is to be made ready for use, and shall be accompanied by an 
inspection fee of fifteen dollars set by resolution of the City Council, for which the City 
Treasurer shall issue a receipt to the applicant. 

 
Section 29.  SMC Section 20.04.070 entitled “License – Fee” is hereby amended as follows: 
 

The fee for a trailer camp license shall be and is hereby fixed in amount of one dollar per 
annum for each trailer that said camp is equipped to accommodate, with a minimum 
license fee hereby fixed in amount of twenty-five dollars per annum set by resolution of 
the City Council. 

 
Section 30.  SMC Section 20.04.100 entitled “License – Transferability” is hereby amended as 
follows: 
 

A trailer camp license may be transferred to a transferee approved by the City Council 
upon payment of a five dollar transfer fee set by resolution of the City Council. 

 
Section 31.  Severability.  If any section, subsection, paragraph, sentence, clause, or phrase of 
this ordinance or its application to any person or circumstance be declared unconstitutional or 
otherwise invalid for any reason, or should any portion of this ordinance be preempted by state 
or federal law or regulation, such a decision or preemption shall not affect the validity or 
constitutionality of the remaining portions of this ordinance or its application to any other 
persons or circumstances. 
 
Section 32.  Effective Date.  This ordinance shall be effective five days after adoption and 
publication by summary. 
 

ADOPTED by the City Council and APPROVED by the Mayor this ____ day of _____, 
2016. 
 
       CITY OF SNOHOMISH 
 
 
       By___________________________ 
          MAYOR KAREN GUZAK 
 
 
ATTEST:      APPROVED AS TO FORM:  
 
 
By___________________________   By_______________________________ 
PAT ADAMS, CITY CLERK   GRANT K. WEED, CITY ATTORNEY 
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Date: February 2, 2016 

 

To: City Council 

 

From: Jennifer Olson, Finance Director   

 

Subject: Resolution 1340 – Adoption of Fee Schedule 

  

 

The purpose of this agenda item is for City Council approval of Resolution 1340 (See 

Attachment A) which will update the City of Snohomish Fee Schedule. 

 

Background: As part of the City Council 2015 annual goals, staff was directed to review all fees 

for goods, services, functions and programs provided by the City. Examples of services include 

business licensing, land use applications and permits, park fees and other charges imposed.  

 

On January 19, 2016, staff reviewed all fees, proposed new fee changes and presented 

Resolution 1340 containing a new fee schedule format that consolidated all fees into a 

comprehensive fee schedule.  

 

STRATEGIC PLAN REFERENCE: This action is related to all Strategic Plan initiatives. 

 

RECOMMENDATION:  That the City Council APPROVE Resolution 1340 updating the 

City of Snohomish Fee Schedule. 

 

ATTACHMENT: Resolution 1340 
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CITY OF SNOHOMISH 

Snohomish, Washington 

 

DRAFT RESOLUTION 1340 

 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF SNOHOMISH, WASHINGTON 

AMENDING CERTAIN SECTIONS OF THE MASTER FEE SCHEDULE 

AND READOPTING EXISTING UNCHANGED SECTIONS AND 

REPEALING RESOLUTION 1274 AND RESOLUTION 1282 AND 

RESOLUTION 1285 

 

WHEREAS, by approval of Resolution 1274 on June 21, 2011, the City Council adopted 

a Fee Schedule that consolidated fees, previously enacted fees and other charges through 

approval of separate resolutions; and 

 

WHEREAS, by approval of Resolution 1282, the City Council established new water 

and sewer connection fees, utility capital facility charges, and project development fees, which 

are not incorporated in the current Fee Schedule; and 

 

WHEREAS, by approval of Resolution 1285, the City Council consolidated  

development fees, previously enacted fees and other charges through approval of separate 

resolutions; and 

 

WHEREAS, it is appropriate that the Fee Schedule be amended from time to time as the 

need arises; and 

 

WHEREAS, the Fee Schedule format has been further consolidated and revised in a 

format that is easy to search for fees identified in the Snohomish City Code 

 

 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE 

CITY OF SNOHOMISH, WASHINGTON: 

 

 Section 1. Adoption of Fee Schedule.  The fees and rates set forth by the City of 

Snohomish Master Fee Schedule, attached hereto as Exhibit A, are hereby adopted and shall be 

in effect until modified by action of the City Council. 

 

 Section 2. Repeal of Previous Resolutions.  Resolution 1274 and Resolution 1282 

and Resolution 1285 are hereby repealed. 

 

 Section 3. Publication. This Resolution shall be available at www.snohomishwa.gov 

 

 Section 4. Severability.  If any portion of this Resolution, or of the Fee Schedule 

hereby adopted, is declared unconstitutional or otherwise unlawful, the same shall not affect the 

balance of the Resolution or the Fee Schedule, and the remainder of this Resolution and the Fee 

Schedule shall remain in full force and effect. 
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PASSED by the City Council and APPROVED by the Mayor this ___ day of February, 

2016. 

 

 

 CITY OF SNOHOMISH 

 

 

      By________________________________ 

      Karen Guzak, Mayor 

 

 

Attest:      Approved as to form: 

 

  

By_______________________________ By_______________________________ 

Pat Adams, City Clerk   Grant K. Weed, City Attorney 
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Fee Schedule 

Exhibit A to Resolution 1340 - Adopted February 2, 2016 

 

 

 

 

Section 1 General Provisions .................................................................................... 2 

 

Section 2 Fee Schedule by SMC ............................................................................ 3-6 
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City of Snohomish Fee Schedule 

Section 1: General Provisions 

 

1.1 Definitions:  For the purpose of this resolution and the administration of fees, rates, and 

charges, the following definitions shall apply: 

a. “Associate” user is a group that has shown responsible facility usage for at least 

three facility use events, has a group coordinator that has shown a record of 

responsible cleanup and lockup, and provides a level of cleanup above and 

beyond the condition of the facility prior to the event (such as extra mopping, 

dusting, wiping). 

b. “Permit Fee” means the total sum of the fees specified herein for a specified scope 

of work.  For example, where the Fee Schedule specifies a base fee and a fee for 

specific equipment, fixtures, or decisions, the permit fee shall be the sum of those 

applicable fees. 
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City of Snohomish Fee Schedule 

Section 2: Fee Schedule by SMC 
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Date: February 2, 2016 

 

To: City Council 

 

From: Jennifer Olson, Finance Director  

 

Subject: Solid Waste – 2016 Rates 

  

 

The purpose of this agenda item is for a City Council discussion regarding 2016 solid waste 

rates. Rates and the annual rate adjustment process are guided by the current contract between 

the City of Snohomish and Rabanco, LTD. d/b/a Allied Waste of Lynnwood aka Republic. 

 

As per section 40.0 of the contract (See Attachment A) rates are set according to the Refuse Rate 

Index or RRI, a weighted index based on three indices, as of September 30 of each year: 

o CPI for Urban Wage Earners and Clerical Workers, weight of 42%. 

o Employment Cost Index for Service-Providing Industries, weight of 50%. 

o Energy Information Agency West Costs Retail On-Highway Diesel Price, weight of 

8%. 

 

Republic has notified the City of Snohomish of 2016 solid waste rates according to the RRI (See 

Attachment B). This is the final year of the current contract. Solid Waste rates effective April 1, 

2016 will see a 0% increase and remain the same for the remainder of the contract which expires 

on March 31, 2017.  Staff has reviewed the RRI calculation by Republic and has confirmed the 

0% change result. 

 

At the January 19, 2016 City Council meeting, information about the upcoming solid waste 

contract expiration was discussed.  The City is conducting a solid waste survey of residents and 

businesses owners to solicit customer feedback on solid waste collection and customer service 

issues.  

 

STRATEGIC PLAN REFERENCE:  (From the Plan’s Vision Statement) “High quality and 

sustainable City services.” 

 

RECOMMENDATION:  That the City Council DISCUSS the 2016 solid waste rates. 

 

ATTACHMENTS:  

 

A. Current Solid Waste Contract with Allied Waste 

B. Republic Memo Regarding 2016 Rates and RRI Information 
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ATTACHMENT A 
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ATTACHMENT B 
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Angel Transport & Towing 
  58071  121515 1/15/16 Business License Overpayment  $30.00 
     Check Total $30.00 

 
Benjamin Asphalt, Inc. 
  58072  010716 1/15/16 Business License Overpayment  $100.00 
     Check Total $100.00 

 
Concrete Creations Inc 
  58073  121815 1/15/16 Business License Overpayment  $30.00 
     Check Total $30.00 

 
Mountain View Trailer Park 
  58074  121515 1/15/16 Business License Overpayment  $125.00 
     Check Total $125.00 

 
Snohomish County Treasurer 
  58075  CrimevictimsEDC 1/15/16 State Pass Thru December 2015  $75.02 
     Check Total $75.02 

 
Washington State Department of Licensing 
  58076  SNP000023 1/15/16 Renewal CPL Briggs  $18.00 
  58076  SNP000024 1/15/16 Renewal CPL Plumbley  $18.00 
  58076  SNP000025 1/15/16 Original CPL Knutsen  $18.00 
  58076  SNP000027 1/15/16 Original CPL Whelen  $18.00 
  58076  SNP000028 1/15/16 Original CPL Pennington  $18.00 
  58076  SNP000029 1/15/16 Original CPL Mcfarland  $18.00 
  58076  SNP000031 1/15/16 Original CPL T Perman  $18.00 
  58076  SNP000030 1/15/16 Original CPL S Perman  $18.00 
  58076  SNP000032 1/15/16 Original CPL Miller  $18.00 
  58076  SNP000033 1/15/16 Renewal CPL Barish  $18.00 
  58076  SNP000034 1/15/16 Original CPL Nelson  $18.00 
  58076  SNP000035 1/15/16 Original CPL Dapcevich  $18.00 
  58076  SNP000036 1/15/16 Renewal CPL Bourgoin  $18.00 
  58076  SNP000037 1/15/16 Original CPL Taylor  $18.00 
  58076  SNP000038 1/15/16 Original CPL Leighty  $18.00 
  58076  SNP000039 1/15/16 Renewal CPL J Leighty  $18.00 
  58076  SNP000040 1/15/16 Original CPL Florian  $18.00 
  58076  SNP000041 1/15/16 Original CPL Kelly  $18.00 
  58076  SNP000042 1/15/16 Original CPL Wilson  $18.00 
  58076  SNP000043 1/15/16 Original CPL Jackson  $18.00 
     Check Total $360.00 

 
Washington State Treasurer 
  58077  EDCSTGEN40 1/15/16 State Pass Thru December 2015  $1,621.39 
  58077  EDCSTGEN50 1/15/16 State Pass Thru December 2015  $779.39 
  58077  EDCSTGEN54 1/15/16 State Pass Thru December 2015  $52.26 
  58077  EDCHWYSAFETY 1/15/16 State Pass Thru December 2015  $26.08 
  58077  EDCDEATHINV 1/15/16 State Pass Thru December 2015  $16.44 
  58077  EDCJISACCT 1/15/16 State Pass Thru December 2015  $126.11 
  58077  EDCTRAUMA 1/15/16 State Pass Thru December 2015  $38.31 
  58077  EDCAUTOTHEFT 1/15/16 State Pass Thru December 2015  $54.62 
  58077  EDCTRAUMABRAIN 1/15/16 State Pass Thru December 2015  $10.86 
  58077  WSPHIWAYSAFE 1/15/16 State Pass Thru December 2015  $93.15 
  58077  BLDGSVCCHG 1/15/16 State Pass Thru December 2015  $72.00 
     Check Total $2,890.61 
     Batch Total $3,610.63 
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Wilderson 
  58078   1/26/16 Refund check  $26.45 
     Check Total $26.45 

     Batch Total $26.45 

 

AAA Champion LLC 
  58079  85 1/27/16 janitorial service-Jan 2016  $1,852.93 
     Check Total $1,852.93 

 

Ace Equipment Rentals 
  58080  60804 1/27/16 trailer mount lift rental  $329.12 
     Check Total $329.12 

 

Daigger Scientific, Inc 
  58081  PSI209892 1/27/16 carboy brush  $58.46 
     Check Total $58.46 

 

Alpha Courier Service 
  58082  15228 1/27/16 wastewater lab courier service  $72.60 
     Check Total $72.60 

 

American Forest Management, Inc 
  58083  86084 1/27/16 arborist work-City Hall  $262.50 
     Check Total $262.50 

 

Association of Washington Cities 
  58084  39730 1/27/16 workers comp retro program service fee $4.51 
  58084  39730 1/27/16 workers comp retro program service fee $26.32 
  58084  39730 1/27/16 workers comp retro program service fee $48.50 
  58084  39730 1/27/16 workers comp retro program service fee $24.48 
  58084  39730 1/27/16 workers comp retro program service fee $26.77 
  58084  39730 1/27/16 workers comp retro program service fee $129.99 
  58084  39730 1/27/16 workers comp retro program service fee $251.49 
  58084  39730 1/27/16 workers comp retro program service fee $183.57 
  58084  39730 1/27/16 workers comp retro program service fee $82.15 
  58084  39730 1/27/16 workers comp retro program service fee $919.48 
  58084  39730 1/27/16 workers comp retro program service fee $858.28 
  58084  39730 1/27/16 workers comp retro program service fee $589.91 
  58084  39730 1/27/16 workers comp retro program service fee $196.97 
  58084  39730 1/27/16 workers comp retro program service fee $66.09 
  58084  39730 1/27/16 workers comp retro program service fee $64.86 
  58084  39730 1/27/16 workers comp retro program service fee $897.49 
  58084  39730 1/27/16 workers comp retro program service fee $389.99 
  58084  39730 1/27/16 workers comp retro program service fee $64.84 
  58084  39730 1/27/16 workers comp retro program service fee $428.91 
  58084  39730 1/27/16 workers comp retro program service fee $661.36 
  58084  39730 1/27/16 workers comp retro program service fee $64.84 
  58084  39730 1/27/16 workers comp retro program service fee $392.46 
  58084  39730 1/27/16 workers comp retro program service fee $690.21 
  58084  39730 1/27/16 workers comp retro program service fee $53.90 
  58084  39586 1/27/16 Drug/Alcohol Testing Fee  $1,111.00 
     Check Total $8,228.37 

 

Washington Tractor 
  58085  906366 1/27/16 blade kit, guard kit  $144.70 
     Check Total $144.70 
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Bay Valve Services 
  58086  62356 1/27/16 field service troubleshoot valve  $1,900.29 
     Check Total $1,900.29 

 

Benchmark Document Solutions 
  58087  10201 1/27/16 City Hall Fax Machine  $19.18 
     Check Total $19.18 

 

BHC Consultants 
  58088  7376 1/27/16 WWTP Upgrades 13-48  $3,422.45 
     Check Total $3,422.45 

 

Bills Blueprint Inc. 
  58089  522989 1/27/16 plan copies for PD  $140.57 
     Check Total $140.57 

 

Cascade Fence Co 
  58090  12669 1/27/16 fence repair at City pit  $271.50 
     Check Total $271.50 

 

City of Everett 
  58091  I15003130 1/27/16 Animal Shelter Fees November 2015 $775.00 
     Check Total $775.00 

 

City of Everett Environmental Lab 
  58092  I15003219 1/27/16 lab analysis  $329.40 
     Check Total $329.40 

 

City of Everett Finance 
  58093  I15003220 1/27/16 Storm Water Sample Water Quality Testing $378.00 
     Check Total $378.00 

 

City Of Everett Utilities 
  58094  019546011116 1/27/16 3300 BLK Bickford Ave  $2,531.39 
  58094  010157011116 1/27/16 6600 109th Ave SE  $30,480.17 
  58094  010164011116 1/27/16 6400 118TH DR SE  $448.21 
  58094  016739011116 1/27/16 99th ST SE/5 line  $808.06 
  58094  017410011116 1/27/16 6203 107th Ave SE  $924.60 
     Check Total $35,192.43 

 

Dell Marketing LP 
  58095  XJRCP72J9 1/27/16 Network switches  $2,403.39 
  58095  XJW72FF61 1/27/16 Backup tape library magazine  $159.93 
     Check Total $2,563.32 

 

Duane Leach 
  58096  leachcertre0116 1/27/16 cert. reimburse-WWCPA, DOE, pesticide $78.00 
     Check Total $78.00 

 

Evergreen District Court 
  58097  December 2015 1/27/16 Court filing fees December 2015  $1,768.20 
     Check Total $1,768.20 

 

FCS Group 
  58098  2448-21601019 1/27/16 Water Supply Alternative Study #4  $612.50 
     Check Total $612.50 
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Frontier 

  58099  406075-1/16 1/27/16 City Manager Share City Hall Fax  $8.80 

  58099  406075-1/16 1/27/16 Human Resources Share City Hall  $8.78 

  58099  406075-1/16 1/27/16 Clerk Share City Hall Fax  $8.78 

  58099  406075-1/16 1/27/16 Building Inspection Share City Hall Fax $8.78 

  58099  406075-1/16 1/27/16 Economic Development Share City Hall Fax $8.78 

  58099  406075-1/16 1/27/16 Planning Share City Hall Fax  $8.78 

  58099  406075-1/16 1/27/16 Finance Share City Hall Fax  $8.79 

  58099  406075-1/16 1/27/16 IS Share City Hall Fax  $8.78 

  58099  406075-1/16 1/27/16 Engineering Share City Hall Fax  $8.78 

  58099  118075-1/16 1/27/16 Telemetry Auto Dialer  $71.62 

  58099  1214935-1/16 1/27/16 Fleet & Facilities Share Shop Fax  $25.97 

  58099  1214935-1/16 1/27/16 Water Share Shop Fax  $13.00 

  58099  1214935-1/16 1/27/16 Storm Share Shop Fax  $13.00 

  58099  1214935-1/16 1/27/16 Street Share Shop fax  $13.00 

  58099  1214935-1/16 1/27/16 Parks Share Shop fax  $12.99 

  58099  227125-1/16 1/27/16 CSO Alarm Dialer  $63.04 

  58099  413125-1/16 1/27/16 WWTP DSL  $85.31 

     Check Total $376.98 

 

Gray & Osborne, Inc. 
  58100  15586.00-05 1/27/16 Sewer System App (Phase I) 15-29  $398.50 

  58100  15410.00-12 1/27/16 Storm NPDES Permit Assistance 14-22 $307.93 

     Check Total $706.43 

 

Grainger Inc. 

  58101  9933668098 1/27/16 ear plugs, gloves  $57.12 

  58101  9933668098 1/27/16 ear plugs, gloves  $57.12 

  58101  9933668098 1/27/16 ear plugs, gloves  $57.12 

  58101  9933668098 1/27/16 ear plugs, gloves  $57.12 

     Check Total $228.48 

 

Griffen Law Office 
  58102  5721 1/27/16 Indigent Defens Service Conflict Counsel $425.00 

     Check Total $425.00 

 

H.B. Jaeger 
  58103  167876/1 1/27/16 cap  $13.25 

  58103  167751/1 1/27/16 gasket  $74.81 

     Check Total $88.06 

 

Home Depot - Parks 

  58104  7010052 1/27/16 Ludwig house supplies  $161.66 

  58104  4010388 1/27/16 Ludwig house supplies  $278.48 

  58104  5071162 1/27/16 ax, nifty nabbers  $99.75 

     Check Total $539.89 

 

 

Home Depot - Shop 
  58105  6570921 1/27/16 batteries, cleaners  $42.30 

     Check Total $42.30 

 

Home Depot - Water 
  58106  6042221 1/27/16 batteries, screwdrivers, gloves  $51.04 

     Check Total $51.04 
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Home Depot Waste Water Treatment 

  58107  6010209 1/27/16 couplers, adapters, bushings  $45.73 

     Check Total $45.73 

 

IER Environmental Services, Inc 
  58108  2015-2723 1/27/16 magnesium hydroxide  $9,434.70 

     Check Total $9,434.70 

 

Integra Telecom 

  58109  13583258 1/27/16 City Hall Phones  $2,004.16 

  58109  13590099 1/27/16 Water Reservoir  $61.63 

     Check Total $2,065.79 

 

Wessel 
  58110  wesseldoh 1/27/16 DOH cert renewal reimbursement  $42.00 

     Check Total $42.00 

 

J Thayer Company 
  58111  1008556-0 1/27/16 calendars, desk pads  $76.62 

  58111  1008556-0 1/27/16 calendars, desk pads  $38.58 

     Check Total $115.20 

 

Lakeside Industries 
  58112  6013561MB 1/27/16 asphalt  $692.60 

     Check Total $692.60 

 

Landaas, LLC 
  58113  011916 1/27/16 Reimb 2015 Sunday Farmers Mkt Deposit $500.00 

     Check Total $500.00 

 

McDaniel Do It Center - Parks 
  58114  466931 1/27/16 tote  $26.07 

  58114  466917 1/27/16 storage box, hand held spreader  $30.99 

  58114  467226 1/27/16 fasteners  $14.88 

  58114  467317 1/27/16 tape ruler  $16.31 

  58114  467456 1/27/16 bolt cutter  $47.86 

     Check Total $136.11 

 

McDaniel Do It Center - Storm 
  58115  467062 1/27/16 pvc cement, primer  $12.49 

  58115  467589 1/27/16 battery  $8.69 

     Check Total $21.18 

 

McDaniel Do It Center- Streets 
  58116  466954 1/27/16 u bolt  $4.98 

  58116  466981 1/27/16 quikcrete  $17.39 

  58116  466959 1/27/16 punch, cold chisel  $13.58 

  58116  467033 1/27/16 fasteners  $7.05 

  58116  467075 1/27/16 plastic pails  $38.03 

  58116  467250 1/27/16 quikrete  $17.39 

  58116  467251 1/27/16 concrete  $6.51 

  58116  467275 1/27/16 fasteners  $11.96 

     Check Total $116.89 
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McDaniel Do It Center - Water 
  58117  466925 1/27/16 drive socket, wrench, pruner  $60.90 

  58117  467394 1/27/16 barb el 1/4x1/4  $1.73 

  58117  467420 1/27/16 tap, barb el, fasteners  $15.09 

  58117  467366 1/27/16 concrete mix, ajax  $23.87 

  58117  467384 1/27/16 concrete mix  $29.28 

  58117  467368 1/27/16 speedlight square  $9.78 

     Check Total $140.65 

 

Microflex, Inc. 

  58118  22210 1/27/16 Tax Audit Program  $16.00 

     Check Total $16.00 

 

Michael Lively 
  58119  Oct-Dec 2015 1/27/16 LEOFF I Reimbursement  $314.70 

     Check Total $314.70 

 

Northwest Cascade Inc 
  58120  2-1496859 1/27/16 sani can rental  $91.50 

     Check Total $91.50 

 

Owen Equipment Company 
  58121  78408 1/27/16 pin kit, handle  $82.89 

  58121  78388 1/27/16 pipe extension  $268.95 

     Check Total $351.84 

 

Puget Sound Energy 
  58122  9758901072016 1/27/16 50 Maple Ave  $80.31 

  58122  2836401072016 1/27/16 1610 Park Ave  $37.63 

  58122  6202401072016 1/27/16 50 Lincoln Ave  $80.31 

  58122  2857001072016 1/27/16 701 18th St  $37.63 

  58122  2924801072016 1/27/16 2100 Baird Ave  $94.50 

  58122  9703201072016 1/27/16 2000 Weaver Road  $12.16 

  58122  9467801072016 1/27/16 116 Union Ave  $458.18 

  58122  2878601072016 1/27/16 112 Union Ave  $121.82 

     Check Total $922.54 

 

Rh2 Engineering Inc. 
  58123  64276 1/27/16 S Zone Reservoir PRV Design 15-23 $8,202.46 

     Check Total $8,202.46 

 

Ryan Deleuw 

  58124  deLeuwpestilic 1/27/16 pesticide license renewal reimburse  $33.00 

     Check Total $33.00 

 

Snohomish County Fleet 
  58125  I000404414 1/27/16 sign  $85.88 

     Check Total $85.88 

 

 

Snohomish County Public Defender Association 
  58126  1447 1/27/16 Indigent Defense Services  $8,937.49 

     Check Total $8,937.49 
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Snohomish County Pud #1 
  58127  107732147 1/27/16 #1000385041, 20 Avenue A, Street Lights $18.54 
  58127  114359027 1/27/16 116 Union Ave, Street Lighting  $63.00 
  58127  114360015 1/27/16 #1000498870, 210 Ave D, 2nd&D Signal $62.37 
  58127  117677402 1/27/16 #1000539338, 1801 1st, Shop Portable $160.75 
  58127  124311537 1/27/16 #1000467578, 1301 1st, VIC  $181.78 
  58127  130928811 1/27/16 #1000125182, 230 Maple Ave, Police $1,170.80 
  58127  130931098 1/27/16 #1000504619, 434 Ave D, 5th&D Signal $77.54 
  58127  134219679 1/27/16 #1000301981, 201 Maple, 2nd&Maple Signal $69.06 
  58127  134220475 1/27/16 121 Glen Ave, Street Lighting  $8.30 
  58127  134222419 1/27/16 #1000125557, 116 Union Ave, City Hall $749.70 
  58127  137432621 1/27/16 116 Avenue B, Street Lighting  $8.30 
  58127  137432622 1/27/16 124 Avenue B, Street Lighting  $8.30 
  58127  140742158 1/27/16 #1000558695, 1029 1st, Public Restrooms $96.82 
  58127  153891875 1/27/16 #1000580435, 400 2nd, Street Lighting $33.60 
  58127  153893492 1/27/16 #1000430944, 112 Union, Engineering $101.10 
  58127  153893843 1/27/16 #1000539313, 1010 2nd, Street Light $49.08 
  58127  153894360 1/27/16 #1000561224, 1301 1st, 13th&D Signal $77.73 
  58127  160288940 1/27/16 #1000531586, 2621 Bickford, South Signal $125.30 
  58127  160291987 1/27/16 #1000579410, 1115 1st, Street Lighting $18.54 
  58127  163501191 1/27/16 #1000531585, 2749 Bickford, N Signal $192.87 
  58127  163504258 1/27/16 #1000125814, 1819 1st, CSO L/S  $539.64 
  58127  111044053 1/27/16 #1000524038, 1801 1st, Water Pole Bldg $294.67 
  58127  124315484 1/27/16 #1000141397, 2015 2nd St, S Meter $3,357.77 
  58127  134225714 1/27/16 #1000141396, 2015 2nd St, N Meter $6,467.62 
  58127  147359147 1/27/16 #1000515696, 1627 Terrace, N Zone Tank $15.19 
  58127  160294832 1/27/16 #1000381307, 2014 Terrace, Telemetry $19.66 
  58127  140746610 1/27/16 #1000417350, 1930 Stone Ridge, L/S $61.94 
  58127  160293313 1/27/16 #1000556519, 2181 Cady Dr, L/S  $82.76 
  58127  160295654 1/27/16 #1000528484, 2330 Baird, Clark Pond L/S $28.52 
  58127  127620525 1/27/16 #1000201937, 1103 Maple, House  $23.98 
  58127  144062336 1/27/16 #1000125224, 101 Cedar, Carnegie  $2,422.10 
  58127  150644156 1/27/16 #1000122743, 2000 Ludwig, House $178.95 
  58127  157087031 1/27/16 #1000137618, 1801 1st, Shop  $1,323.55 
     Check Total $18,089.83 
 
Snohomish County Sheriff's Office 
  58128  I000403986 1/27/16 Law Enforcement Services January 2016 $10,854.11 
  58128  I000403986 1/27/16 Law Enforcement Services January 2016 $180,427.53 
  58128  I000403986 1/27/16 Law Enforcement Services January 2016 $33,807.61 
     Check Total $225,089.25 
 
Snohomish County Visitor Information Center 
  58129  Sno2016 1/27/16 2016 Visitor Center Program  $1,300.00 
     Check Total $1,300.00 
 
Snohomish Auto Parts 
  58130  436887 1/27/16 fuse  $13.15 
  58130  436886 1/27/16 fuse, spark plug, rotor  $38.90 
  58130  437018 1/27/16 smoke machine  $1,184.83 
  58130  437055 1/27/16 chain cable lube, grease  $23.58 
  58130  437212 1/27/16 floor mat  $27.19 
  58130  437344 1/27/16 filters  $84.79 
  58130  437299 1/27/16 filter  $21.28 
  58130  437276 1/27/16 impact socket  $50.02 
  58130  437274 1/27/16 filter, gasket  $16.24 
  58130  437719 1/27/16 impact socket  $3.92 
  58130  437843 1/27/16 lockwash, screw, stud  $1.16 
     Check Total $1,465.06 
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Snohomish Co-Op 
  58131  258387 1/27/16 diesel fuel  $40.36 
  58131  258428 1/27/16 unleaded fuel  $74.71 
  58131  258651 1/27/16 diesel fuel  $64.61 
  58131  258679 1/27/16 unleaded fuel  $65.50 
     Check Total $245.18 

 

Snopac 
  58132  7976 1/27/16 ACCESS Assessment - Quarterly  $429.28 
  58132  7958 1/27/16 Dispatch Services  $11,723.71 
     Check Total $12,152.99 

 

Sonsray Machinery LLC 
  58133  P12312-08 1/27/16 bearing, pin  $256.52 
     Check Total $256.52 

 

Sound Safety Products Co. 
  58134  38615/1 1/27/16 partial uniforms-Galde  $124.55 
  58134  38615/1 1/27/16 partial uniforms-Galde  $124.54 
  58134  38613/1 1/27/16 safety boots-Galde  $100.00 
  58134  38613/1 1/27/16 safety boots-Galde  $100.00 
  58134  38612/1 1/27/16 partial uniforms and safety boots-Murphy $336.45 
  58134  38834/1 1/27/16 partial uniforms and safety boots-Allen $471.80 
     Check Total $1,257.34 

 

Sound Telecom 
  58135  000006-372-381 1/27/16 monthly answering service January 2016 $139.50 
     Check Total $139.50 

 

Speedway Chevrolet 
  58136  99178 1/27/16 valve, hose, harness  $231.10 
     Check Total $231.10 

 

Staples Advantage 
  58137  3288878526 1/27/16 office supplies  $40.57 
     Check Total $40.57 

 

Strategies 360 
  58138  772-17508 1/27/16 Focus Groups Qualitative Research  $7,000.00 
     Check Total $7,000.00 

 

Taylor Driving School 
  58139  381 1/27/16 CDL training-Galde  $1,560.00 
  58139  381 1/27/16 CDL training-Galde  $1,560.00 
     Check Total $3,120.00 

 

Terry Gilfillan 
  58140  Oct-Dec 2015 1/27/16 LEOFF I Reimbursement  $314.70 
     Check Total $314.70 

 

Sound Publishing 
  58141  EDH675081 1/27/16 Legal Ad Ordinance 2295  $337.12 
  58141  7650299 1/27/16 City Council Agenda Publishing  $1,485.00 
  58141  EDH677185 1/27/16 Legal Ad Ord 2298  $30.96 
  58141  EDH677207 1/27/16 Legal Ad Public Hearing Surplus Property $27.52 
     Check Total $1,880.60 
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Tim Jackson 
  58142  jackreimdoh 1/27/16 DOH cert renewal reimbursement  $42.00 
     Check Total $42.00 
 
Transformative Wave Technologies LLC 
  58143  M200041 1/27/16 City Hall HVAC system monitoring system $272.00 
     Check Total $272.00 
 
Uline 
  58144  73554971 1/27/16 buckets  $69.12 
     Check Total $69.12 
 
Unum Life Insurance 
  58145  220603027-1/16 1/27/16 retiree life insurance - January 2016 
 $185.70 
     Check Total $185.70 
 
UPS Store 
  58146  148861 1/27/16 return postage  $8.63 
     Check Total $8.63 
 
Usa Bluebook Inc 
  58147  837566 1/27/16 carboy w/ handle, carboy w/spigot  $396.82 
     Check Total $396.82 
 
US Bank CPS 
  58148  036524 1/27/16 Duplication fees Public Record Request $28.40 
  58148  91088 1/27/16 ice for lab  $5.98 
  58148  2883400 1/27/16 tenacious tape  $14.22 
  58148  7651441 1/27/16 tenacious tape  $21.98 
  58148  3531416 1/27/16 label maker tape, industrial pump  $95.86 
  58148  6369050 1/27/16 scanner  $469.05 
  58148  7876240 1/27/16 scanner product protection plan  $30.57 
  58148  889819951 1/27/16 WFOA Training - Federal Grant Req & Mgmt $250.00 
  58148  12216 1/27/16 PSRC RPEC Parking  $14.00 
  58148  4347 1/27/16 milling cutters credit  $-436.38 
     Check Total $493.68 
 
US Health Works Medical Group WA, PS 
  58149  0646166-WA 1/27/16 Exams and Vaccines Public Works  $381.00 
     Check Total $381.00 
 
U.S. Postmaster 
  58150  010816-011416 1/27/16 Council Postage  $57.70 
  58150  010816-011416 1/27/16 City Manger Postage  $7.46 
  58150  010816-011416 1/27/16 Clerk Postage  $0.97 
  58150  010816-011416 1/27/16 Finance Postage  $7.50 
  58150  010816-011416 1/27/16 Police Postage  $0.97 
  58150  010816-011416 1/27/16 Planning Postage  $4.37 
  58150  010816-011416 1/27/16 Engineering Postage  $1.42 
  58150  010816-011416 1/27/16 Water Postage  $5.82 
  58150  011516-012116 1/27/16 Council Postage  $11.80 
  58150  011516-012116 1/27/16 City Manager Postage  $1.94 
  58150  011516-012116 1/27/16 Clerk Postage  $103.27 
  58150  011516-012116 1/27/16 Finance Postage  $103.97 
  58150  011516-012116 1/27/16 Police Postage  $4.85 
  58150  011516-012116 1/27/16 Planning Postage  $0.49 
  58150  011516-012116 1/27/16 Water Postage  $1.94 
     Check Total $314.47 
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Utilities Underground Location 
  58151  5120199 1/27/16 locates-Dec. 2015  $18.99 
  58151  5120199 1/27/16 locates-Dec. 2015  $18.99 
  58151  5120199 1/27/16 locates-Dec. 2015  $19.00 
     Check Total $56.98 

 
Verizon Wireless 
  58152  9758387703 1/27/16 Parks Cellular  $163.84 
  58152  9758387703 1/27/16 Streets Cellular  $135.05 
  58152  9758387703 1/27/16 Fleet Cellular  $58.41 
  58152  9758387703 1/27/16 Econ Cellular  $57.58 
  58152  9758387703 1/27/16 Bldg Insp Cellular  $57.58 
  58152  9758387703 1/27/16 Police Cellular  $57.58 
  58152  9758387703 1/27/16 Engrg Cellular  $270.33 
  58152  9758387703 1/27/16 Water Distribution Cellular  $245.12 
  58152  9758387703 1/27/16 WTP Cellular  $205.19 
  58152  9758387703 1/27/16 Collections Cellular  $202.89 
  58152  9758387703 1/27/16 Storm Cellular  $117.06 
  58152  9758387703 1/27/16 WWTP Cellular  $172.74 
  58152  9758387703 1/27/16 Utilities Manager Cellular  $57.58 
  58152  9758387703 1/27/16 City Mgr Cellular  $57.58 
  58152  9758604445 1/27/16 CSO Modem  $21.42 
     Check Total $1,879.95 

 
Washington  Association of Building Officials 
  58153  WABO2016 1/27/16 Pettit 2016 Membership Dues  $95.00 
     Check Total $95.00 

 
Wastewater Collection Personnel Association 
  58154  JacksonWWCPA 1/27/16 annual cert WWCPA-Jackson  $15.00 
     Check Total $15.00 

 
Weed, Graafstra & Associates, Inc. P.S. 
  58155  180 1/27/16 Legal Fees - Litigation  $780.00 
  58155  203 1/27/16 Legal Fees  $43.75 
  58155  203 1/27/16 Legal Fees  $463.75 
  58155  203 1/27/16 Legal Fees  $437.50 
  58155  203 1/27/16 Legal Fees  $17,713.25 
  58155  41 1/27/16 Legal Fees - TBD  $342.25 
     Check Total $19,780.50 

 
Whistle Workwear 
  58156  283377 1/27/16 partial uniforms-deLeuw  $174.88 
     Check Total $174.88 

 
Washington State Dept of Ecology 
  58157  2016-WAR045543 1/27/16 2016 DOE NPDES Stormwater Permit $3,014.25 
     Check Total $3,014.25 

 
Washington State Department of Enterprise Services 
  58158  73143332 1/27/16 Business Cards - Zach Wilde  $22.83 
     Check Total $22.83 

 
Washington State Patrol 
  58159  I16004647 1/27/16 Fingerprint background fees Dec 2015 $309.75 
     Check Total $309.75 
     Batch Total $393,219.16 
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Washington State Department of Revenue 

 ACH December 2015 1/08/16 Excise Tax Check Total $25,621.37 

                                                        Total All Batches    $422,477.61 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

I hereby certify that the goods and services charged on the vouchers listed below have been furnished to the best 

of my knowledge.  I further certify that the claims below to be valid and correct. 

 

_____________________  

City Treasurer 

 

 

WE, the undersigned council members of the City of Snohomish, Washington, do hereby certify that the claim 

warrants #58071 through #58159 in the total of $422,477.61 dated through January 27, 2016 are approved for 

payment on February 2, 2016. 

 

 

_____________________ _____________________ 

Mayor  Councilmember 

 

____________________ _____________________ 

Councilmember Councilmember 
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Date:  February 2, 2016 

 

To:  City Council 

 

From:  Yoshihiro Monzaki, City Engineer   

 

Subject:  13
th

 Street and Avenue A Annexation – ADOPT Ordinance 2295 

  

 

This agenda item provides for the City Council’s review and adoption of Ordinance 2295 to 

annex an island of unincorporated territory.  The 13
th

 Street and Avenue A Annexation proposal 

has been considered by the City Council and approved for further processing on two prior 

occasions during the current public process.   

 

An unincorporated island was identified by Snohomish County within the City limits.  It is 

located entirely within the public right-of-way of 13
th

 Street and Avenue A.  A map of the 

subject right of way is provided as Attachment A.  The City contracted with the professional 

survey firm River City Land Services to review and research this unincorporated island and it 

was determined that a gap in the legal descriptions between Annexation Ordinance Nos. 900, 

969, 1145 and 1302 resulted in portions of the public right-of-way of 13
th

 Street and Avenue A 

being omitted from the annexations to the City.  Since 1976 or earlier, the City has been 

maintaining, regulating, and paying to illuminate this unincorporated island of right-of-way.  

Staff proposes that the City Council annex these rights-of-way to correct the error.  The proposed 

annexation area is entirely within the public right-of-way and will not affect any property 

owners.   

 

During the October 6, 2015 Council meeting, Resolution 1316 was adopted scheduling a public 

hearing for November 3, 2015 for the annexation of a certain unincorporated area within the 

public rights-of-way of 13
th

 Street and Avenue A.  Revised Code of Washington (RCW) 

35A.14.295, 297, and 299 has established a process by which the legislative body of a code city 

may initiate annexation of an island of unincorporated urban-designated land by resolution. 

 

On November 3, 2015, the City Council conducted a public hearing to provide an opportunity for 

public comment regarding the proposed annexation.  There were no comments from the public.  

After the public hearing, the City Council directed staff to file the proposed annexation with the 

Snohomish County Boundary Review Board (BRB) for consideration and review. 

 

On December 28, 2015, the BRB notified the City that they have waived the review for the 

annexation.  The BRB Waiver is provided as Attachment B. 

 

Annexation Ordinance 2295 (Attachment C) is presented for the City Council’s consideration.  

The effective date of the ordinance must be not less than 45 days from passage by the City 

Council, as prescribed by statute.  Notice of the adoption of the ordinance must be published at 

least once each week for two weeks during the 45 day period the referendum process is available 

to residents of the proposed annexation, of which there are none.  After the effective date of the 

ordinance, an annexation census must be filed with the Office of Financial Management.   
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STRATEGIC PLAN REFERENCE:  None. 

 

RECOMMENDATION:  That the City Council ADOPT Ordinance 2295 annexing a 

certain unincorporated area known as the “13
th

 Street and Avenue A Annexation” into the 

City. 

 

ATTACHMENTS: 

 
A. Section of Annexation Map 

B. Snohomish County Boundary Review Board Waiver 

C. Ordinance 2295 
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ATTACHMENT A 
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ATTACHMENT B 
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ATTACHMENT C 

 

CITY OF SNOHOMISH 

Snohomish, Washington 

 

ORDINANCE 2295 

 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF SNOHOMISH, WASHINGTON, 

ANNEXING CERTAIN PUBLIC RIGHT OF WAY KNOWN AS “13
TH

 

STREET AND AVENUE A”, AND ESTABLISHING THE EFFECTIVE 

DATE OF SAID ANNEXATION 

 

 WHEREAS, on October 6, 2015, pursuant to RCW 35A.14.295,  the City Council 

passed Resolution 1316 stating the intent of the City to annex the unincorporated public right of 

way known as the “13
th

 Street and Avenue A Annexation”, described in the attached Exhibit A 

legal description and as depicted on the attached Exhibit B map; and  

 

 WHEREAS, an annexation petition was not required because the annexation area is 

entirely within public right of way, is entirely contiguous to the corporate boundary of the City, 

and there are no voters residing within the said right of way; and 

 

 WHEREAS, on November 3, 2016, pursuant to RCW 35A.14.295, the City Council held 

a duly noticed public hearing regarding the annexation, and authorized the submittal of the 

proposed annexation to the Snohomish County Boundary Review Board; and  

 

 WHEREAS, on December 28, 2015, pursuant to RCW 36.93.110, the Chair of the 

Boundary Review Board for Snohomish County declared the Board’s review of the 13
th

 Street 

and Avenue A Annexation is not necessary for the protection of the interest of the various parties 

and therefore waived jurisdiction over the annexation; and 

 

 WHEREAS, RCW 43.21C.222 categorically exempts annexations from review under the 

State Environmental Policy Act, RCW Chapter 43.21C; and 

 

WHEREAS, the City Council finds that the land proposed for annexation is dedicated 

public right-of-way with no land use designation shown on the adopted Land Use Map and 

therefore no zoning designation is applicable for the purposes of the Zoning Code; and 

 

WHEREAS, it is the City Council’s adopted policy to require annexing property to 

assume a proportionate share of the City’s existing bonded indebtedness; and 

 

WHEREAS, since the land proposed for annexation is currently dedicated public right-

of-way not subject to property taxation and, if vacated, would attach by law to properties 

currently subject to the City’s existing bonded indebtedness, the City Council finds that there is 

no utility and no benefit to the City and its taxpayers to require assumption of a proportionate 

share of the City’s existing bonded indebtedness;  
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 NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SNOHOMISH, 

WASHINGTON DO HEREBY ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS: 

 

 Section 1.  The 13
th

 Street and Avenue A Annexation has been approved by the 

Boundary Review Board for Snohomish County without review.  The City Council finds it to be 

in the best interest of the citizens of the City of Snohomish to annex, and does hereby annex, the 

public right of way known as the 13
th

 Street and Avenue A Annexation situated in Snohomish 

County, Washington as contiguous, proximate, and within the present corporate limits of the City 

and as more particularly legally described in Exhibit A and depicted on Exhibit B, which are 

attached hereto and incorporated in full by this reference. 

 

Section 2.  The property shall be annexed as public right-of-way, as shown on the 

adopted Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map, and no zoning designation shall apply for the 

purposes of the Zoning Code, subject to future legislative action by the City Council. 

 

 Section 3.  This ordinance shall take effect forty-five (45) days following passage.  

Following passage hereof, a summary of this ordinance shall be published along with the legal 

description of the annexation area and the effective date once each week for two weeks 

following the passage of this ordinance pursuant to RCW 35A.14.297.  

 

 Section 4.  Pursuant to RCW 35A.14.297, this Ordinance shall be subject to referendum 

for forty-five days after passage.  

 

 Section 5. Upon passage of this ordinance a certified copy shall be filed with the Clerk of 

the Snohomish County Council and the Snohomish County Assessor. 

 

 

 ADOPTED AND PASSED by the City Council and APPROVED by the Mayor this 

                 day of                                 , 2016. 

 
      CITY OF SNOHOMISH 
 
 
      By______________________________ 
       Karen Guzak, Mayor 
 
Attest: 
 
 
By_____________________________ 
 Pat Adams, City Clerk 
 
 
Approved as to form: 
 
 
By_____________________________ 
 Grant K. Weed, City Attorney 
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